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PREFACE. 


INTRODUCTION 


To the following . 
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Animadverſions, 


O be Impugned from without, and Betrayed from 
' within, ts certainly the worſt Condition that either 
Church or State can fall into; and the beit of 
Churches, the Church of England, has had ex- 
perience of Both. It had been to be wiſhed, and (one would 
think) might very reaſonably have been expected, That, when 
Providence had took the Work of deſtroying the Church of 
England out of the Papiſts Hands, ſome would have beer 
contented with her Preferments, without either attempting 
to give up her Rites and Liturgy, or deſerting her Doctrine. 
But it has proved much ore And amongſt thoſe, who 
are juſtly chargeable with the latter, I know nont, who has 
facedthe World, and defied the Church with ſo bold a Front, 
4 the Author of Two very Heterodox Books ; the firit 
; A 2 | Entituled, 
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Ezxtituled, A Diſcourſe concerning the Knowledge of 


Teſus Chriſt, &c. Publiſhed in the Tear, 1674, And the 
other, A Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy and 
ever-Bleſſed Trinity, &'c. Publiſhed in the Tear 1690. 
* And: (as one would think) Wrote purpoſely, to let the 
World ſee that the Truth cannot be ſo much ſhaken by a dj- 
rect Oppoſition, as by. a Treacherous., ad Falſe- De- 
fence. I ſhalt in this Preliminary: Addreſs to the Rea- 
der, paſs ſome brief Remarks upon both theſe Books. - But 
firſt uffen this, which T have here undertook to Animadvert 
upon. It is now of abont Three Tears ſtanding in the World, 
and I have wondered, even to Aftoniſhment, that a Book { 
full of Paradoxes,and thoſe ſo poſitively,as mell 25 abſardly de- 
tivered, could paſs Unanſwered-for ſo long a time. For the 
Author, having therein advanced a Notion immediately and 
anavoidably juferring Three Gods, has yet had the Confi- 
dence not only to Aſſert it, but to Declare it Hereſie and 
Nonſence to think, or hold otherwiſe ; that is, in other 
Words, to call the whole Chriſtian Church, iz all Ages 
and Places, Fools and Hereticks. For I do hereaverr, 
and will undertake to prove it, (as far as a Negative may be 
proved) That no-Churclr (known to us by Ehſhor , Or other 
wiſe) ever held this Notion of the Trinity before. And 
uſt we then be all Fools and Hereticks, who will not ac- 
= mow. the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity ta be 
*Three diſtin& Infinite Minds, or Spirits, that is, i» other 
Terms, to be Three Gods ? And can ſo Learned, and every 
my Excellent a Clergy bear this ** For if” they could. not, 
whence is it that ſome Writers amongſt them, while they are 
declaring their diſlike of his Opinions, xd do it with ſo ſoft 
an Air, and ſo. gentle a Touch, as if they were afraid eit 


er 
to Condemn the Opinion, or to Attack the Author ? © Nay, 
and ſome I find _— ander his Feet with the Title of Ve- 
ry Reverend, while they are charging him with ſach Quali- 
ties axa Humours, 45-707 C47 


e, jaſtly, chargeable with, 


yy 
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« aud deſerve Reverence too. For my own part, I franckly 


own, That I neither Reverence, nor Fear him ; that ts, I 
Reverence none, who gives whole Communities and 
Churches ſuch Words, nor Fear any One, who Writes ſuch 
Things, and in ſuch a manner. For even thoſe Mean Spi-- © 
rits, who can both Court, azd Cenſure him in the ſame 
Breath,complain, That he gives noQuarter,where he ſuppoſes 
he has his Adverſary upon the leaſt Advantage. And if this 
be his Way and Temper never to give Quarter, I am ſare - 
he has no cauſe to expect any, whatſoever he may find, But 
ſtall, methinks, I can hardly believe my Eyes, while ÞFread 
ſuch a Pettit Novellift Charging the Whole Church as - 
Fools and Hereticks, for »ot Sabſcribing to a Silly, Here- 
tical Notion ſolely of his own Invention. For does he, or 
can he think to Live and Converſe in the World upon theſe 


' Terms? andto throw his Scurrility at High, aud Low; at 


all About. him, Above him, and Below him (if” there be 
any ſuch) at this inſufferable rate * Does he, {(T would fain 
know) in this ſpeak his Judgment, or his Breeding ?! Was 
zt the School, the Univerſity, or Gravel-Lane, that taught 
him this Language ? Or does he never reflet# upon himſelf, 
nor conſider, That though he does not, others furedh will ? 
Oze would think by his Words and Carriage that he had in- 
groſſed all Reaſon and Learning to Himſelf: But.on the con- 
trary, that this his ſcornful looking down-upon all the World. 
beſides, is not from his ſtanding upon any higher ground of 
Learning, and Sufficiency, than the reſt of the World; - and 
that he Hufts and DiCtates at 4 much more commanding rate 
than he Reaſons, the peruſal of my Ninth, Tenth, and. 
Eleventh Chapters will,or (1 am ſure.) may ſufficiently inform 
the Impartial Reader ; ad ſhew, him how many things there 
are in this our Author”s Vindication; which too much need 
Another,but admit none. In the mean time,T do,and muſt de- 
clare both to bimfelf,and to all others,That the forementioneda 
Charge of Herelie aud Nonlence. (as he has laid it) is ſo- 


Very). 
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very Rude, Scandalous, exd Provoking, that it is inpof- 
ſible for the Tongue, or Pen of Man ro reply any Thing ſo 
ſeverely you hims, which the fonlneſs of the ſaid Expreſſion 
will ” abundantly warrant both the Speaking and the Writ« 
ing of. | 


The Church of England- & certainly very Mercifal ; 


:Ch.Juſtice Merciful (as 4 Great Judge once ſaid of K, Charles IT.) 
27% even to a Fault. For who, by her ſilence upon what this 


- Bold Man has Wrote, and the Encouragement he has ſince 
received, would not be ſhrewdly indaced after ſome conſider a- 
ble number of Years {if his ftuff fhould live ſo long) to be- 
kieve, that his Notions were the Current DoQrine of our 
Church, or, at leaſt, of xs Church-men at that time ? 
None then oppoſing them, moſt over-looking them, and ſome 
countenancing and advancing the Author of them ; and, per= 
haps, for them too. Tibis is truly the Caſe ; and I hope to ab. 
' the Church of England { wurh Service at leaf, as t0 
break the Univerſality both of the Silence, and the preſumed 
Acceptance, by oye plain, reſolute and full Negative pat in 
_ againſt t. —_— a dune Conſideration of the Things 
-verted by this r, and comparing them with the Pro- 
 .cetdime's and Zeal of the Primitive Church is its Councils, 
T do from my Heart believe, That had he lived and publiſh- 
 .ed this Book in thoſe Days, and Aſſerted, That the Three 
Divine Perſons in the Trinity were Three diſtin& Tofi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits. And that Their Perſonal di- 
NinCQion conſiſted only in Self-Conſciouſneſs, -and their 
Vanity only in Mutual-Conſciouſnels. And withall, Thar 
the Terms Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance, Perſon, a»d Hy- 
polſtaſis, or Subliſtence, &'c. apphed ro rhe Godhead 2nd 
the Divine Perſons, ferwed only to perplex, obſcure, anil 
confound Mex*s Apprehenſions of them ; and for that cauſe ' 
-Ought to be laid aſede; T ſay, I do not in the leaft queſtion, 
bat that all and. every oxe of ' theſe Propoſitions, would have 


beep 
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been pablickly and ſolemnly Condemned i» Council, end the * 


or if them (as high as he now carries his Head, like 
another Abbot Joachim) ſeverely dealt with for Aſſerting 
them ; and that upon great Reaſon. Foraſmuch, as the- 
Two chief of thoſe Terms, viz. voia and vwaqaos, Sub-- 
ſtance «nd Subſiltence, were equally with the owouoy it ſelf” 


oppoſed by thoſe Two grand Arian 
open F FH Difarb- 
ers of the Ghurch, Urlacius ad 
Valens, who-with their Accom- 
plices vehemently contended t0 
have them all wholly ſuppreſſed and. 
diſuſed. So that as for the voi 
of the Father and the Son, they 
would have Taylnos — 

winuny, #0 mention at all to be 
ns of any ſuch Thing ; and as 
for the vwopans it ought vda- 
pas orouatedar not ſo much 45 
" #0 be named concerning any of the 
Farm open —_ _ Rea- 
- fon for thu,they alleaped the [atts- 
or ob Tender yet/of lob 


Which ſbews,That Tender Con-. 


fciences are ſuch Things, as may, 
ſome time or other, put the 
Church, »ot only to part with 
8 Liturgy, Rites,. and Cere- 
monies, #ut its very Faith zlſo 
for their ſake.. But right, Jo 
wrons, # 


ſe Two Arian Incen-- 
as preſſed. hard for the Abo-- 


diaries 


Etiou of theſe Two Words ; as 


this Author. alſo does in. this his. 


Having firſt rejected the 
opcoxotoy in thoſe Words. To: 
[iy 0j4080109 * TO 0peoreTioy Cr 
Baaropo FY dAAGTEOY TWy 
gexper. Athanaſ. de Synodis- 


Arimini & Seleacie; Tom. 1.. 


P. 904. Eat. Colon. 1686, In 
the next place, p.go06. they pro-- 
ceed to caſhier the Terms gas: 
and vwopacs, in the following 

Words. To-5:aroua £ v0 idigy 
OTEp. &TASG Een amo Twy Talk- 
per 678Sn,a jvoumeroy 7 Tois Avor: 
oxarlane ipepe, dorr pand+- 
&1 yexqu Tito TEE 9Y,v0 10 npeot+ 
Teercipthnras, vo) T&ylerws ponDer 
pics puripeny T8 Aoiws- yired al. 
Emedrinrep 4 ai Sam yeupe:. 
SS xpers trnuorugcdy Treks Tic: 
Palegs %) vis, 4 898 opdne- 
Ur 05 ad1s Tee Tales) vis. 5: 
avis Tvgvucalg. 6 younxted at. 
For this ſee alſo Sora. Hiſt. 

lib, 2. cap. 29,. and” Theodoret 

H#or. lib, 2. cap..18.-& 21.. 
& Sozomen's Hiftor.. lib. 4... 
cap. 18. 
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Vindication;treading hereby exattly in the = of thaſe Bleſ- 

ſed:Leaders; who, xo doabt, underſtood the Intereſt of their. 

baſe Cauſe well enoagh, and were both Self-Conſcious, and. 

Mutuafly-Conſcious, how--much Peep fares the deſign, they. 

drove at,by.what they did. And,fince Things were ſo tn former. 

days, mhat hinders, but that in, theſe latter \Days_ likewiſe, 

the ſame, if not prevented, may happen again ? And, that 

One, ' who, (thoagh he carries himſelf, as if he were able to. 

teach the whole World, yet, for ſome certain Reaſons,profeſſes. 

* See his E:mfelf a'* Learner: ſtill) having. already exploded the 

| #:poe hs Terms Subſtance and Subſiſtence, as not. to.be ſed. about the 
Allegi- bln My, upon the w1nning proſpett of ſame. Approad 

ance, p- 5. 1ng Advantage, (as, where Adrzantage ts the Fedcher, ſome. 

Mme 15% care not how long they continue Learners) be.very "-- mh 


wailed upon to ſend the oaugior picking :/Zex 1s: Fellows, 
'or, though farhoun 


and to abandon and cait off that too? For, 
Ore ſhould give the Church his'Oath #0 rhe contratty,thes 
.20 ſecurity from thence, but that a Perpetual Leatner(6y. 
4 due waiting upon Providence) may, all in.conventent time, 
Learn 70 forget it too. :., And a. Self-ContradiQtor having 
freely allowed a Thing at pne time , as freely and fully diſown 
tt at another. © x "uy 

Wherefore it was, no doubt, upon a mo# ſerious conſide- 
ration of the force of Words iz Conjunition with the 
*Tempers of Men, That the Sixth General Council (and 
Third of Conſtantinople) was ſo jealouſly concerned, ana: 
Jo remarkably ſtrif# to p againſt all Hereticall Miſchief” 
from that Quarter ; as.appears from the Concluding Arti- 

. Cle of the Synodical Sentence pronounced by the ſaid Coun- 
- Cil againſt the Monothelites, as we find it thus ſet down in 
|: 2X the Afts thereof. Theſe Things 
Tetwy Torwuy els ALONE Tala therefore, being thus with the 
- wy3der axerBelias me 2 inpsraas utmoſt cafe and exattneſs, on 
Tap hu} I1clwubiflor, ogi- all fides, formed and drawnup 


by 


by us, We Decree and Enact, 
That it ſhall not be lawful for 
any one to Produce, Write, 
Compoſe, Conceive, or Teach 
another Faith, or this in any 
other way, or manner. But 
as for thoſe who ſhall preſume 
to Compoſe, or Contrive ano- 
. ther Faith, or Publiſh, Teach, 
or deliver forth another Creed, 
to ſuch 'as ſhall be ready to 
come over to the Acknowledg- 
ment of the Truth from Hea- 


theniſm, or Judaiſme, or any 


other Sect whatſoever, or ſhall 
introduce any unuſual way of 
ſpeaking, or zew Invented 
Terms, as tending to Subvert 
all that, has been defined by us, 
if they be Biſhops, or in Cle- 
rical Orders, we decree, That 
—_ ſhall be deprived of their 
Bi 


opricks, or {aid Orders ; or if they be Monks, or 
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Lay-men, that they ſhall be Anathematized. So that 
we have here a clear and full Declaration of a General 
Council, againſt all reaching, not only 3reegy m1, but alſo 
STopeas ; that is, ot ony againſt delivering another Faith, 
but againſt delivering the y in another way, or manner, 
than the Council had ſettled, and againſt the uſe of all new- 
Invented Terms, all XALrOPwyie, Or ePevpec ts T M205, 
Self-Conſciouſneſs, a»a Mutual-Conſciouſneſs hem 
ſelves not excepted) as in the Judgment of the Council, de- 
Teatirve in their conſequence to the Faith declared ; and all 
his upon pain of Deprivation, or Anathematization, as 
a the 


VII 
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the Quality of the Perſons concerned ſhould happen to be, Ac- 
cording to the rigour of which Sentence, and the Proceeding 
of the Church x thoſe Ages ſatable to it, Deprivation, or 
Suſpenſion, would, no doubt, have attended this Author, 
had he then lived and produced his new Terms, in defiance 


and reproach of the former received ones. And if ſach a 


puniſhment had attually befallen him, he would have found, 
that in thoſe Days, Men were not wont either to be Suſpend- 
ed, or Deprived 7 order to their Promotion. 

T know indeed, that in the _ lately put out by him 
for Writing againſt theeSocinians, he utters ſome Things 
contrary to what he had Aſſerted in this his Vindication of 
the Trinity. But this the Reader ought not at all to be ſur- 
prized at ; it being as Natural to ſome Men to Write 4s to 
Breath, and to ContradiQt themſelves as to Write : And 
0 Man of Sence, who knows this Author, will reckon that 
he knows his Judgment, or Opinion from any Book Wrote by 
Him, any longer, than till he Writes another ; nor from that 
neither, till he has Wrote his lat. | 

Having given the Reader this ſhort Prelibation, or 
Taſte of the Book, which I ſhall more particularly and fully 
examine preſently, T think fit ts remark ſomething alſo upon 
that other Piece mentioned by me, and Entituled, A _ 
ſcourſe concerning the Knowledge of Jeſus Chriſt, &c. 
A Book fraught with ſuch Vile and Scandalous Reflexions 
pon God's Juſtice, with reference to Chriſt's SatisfaCtion, 
that it may deſervedly paſs for a Blaſphemous Libel apor 
both. And I do ſeriouſly think, that never was any Book 
Licenſed, Publiſhed, ad ſuffered ro paſs Uncontrolled, 
more to the Dilgrace of the Church of England thay this 
which the Reader will quickly ſee upon his Reading ſome Paj 
ſages of it ; which, I am ſure, if hebe but Chriſtianly di- 


| | 57 , he cannot do, but with extreme Horrour, But be- 


ore I dire the Reader to his Blaſphemies, I ſhall lay before 


him 


on 
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him one Grand leading Abſurdity, which atterly Evacuates 
and Overthrows the whole ine of Free Grace, and 
the Redemption of Mankind thereby ; and indeed, by 
Conſequence, the whole Oeconomy of the Chriſtian Reli- 
10N. 
- And it is that Wonderful Aſſertion concerning the Good- 
neſs of God, iz Page 44. of his Knowledge of Chriſt, 
viz. That it is not poſſible to underſtand what Good- 


nefs is, without Pardoning Grace. Now certain it is, 
that Natural Reaſon, by its own light, is able from the 


Common Works of God's Providence, to collet# the 


Knowledge of God's Goodneſs ; as Sz. Paul exprefly told 
thoſe Heathens of Lycaonia, Acts 14. 17. and therefore, 
if the Knowledge of God's Goodneſs, neceſſarily implies 
7n it, the Knowledge of Pardoning Grace, ## will follow, 
T hat the Heathens by mnderſtanding one from the Works of 
Providence, mu#t needs underffand and know the other al- 


ſo; and conſequently, that the Knowledge of Pardoning 


Grace is not owing to Revelation, or the Goſpel neceſſary 
to make a Diſcovery of it to Mankind. 4 Bleſſed Princi- 
ple, and Foundation, no doubt, to eſtabliſh the New-dc- 
ſigned Scheme of a Natural Religion »pox ! For is is not 
anknown, what Projects were-on foot amongit ſome, when 


. this Book was Wrote, though the Author had the ill luck to 


be left in the Lurch, and not ſeconaed in the Attempt .* 

Bat in oppoſition to this Paganiſh Aſſertion, I do here 
affirm, "That if God may be Good, and that, both as to 
the Eſſential Attribute of his Goodzeſs, and as to the 
actual Exerciſe of the ſame, without the Pardos of Sir, 
then 1t 15 not 7poffible to underſtand the Goodneſs of God 
without Pardoning Grace. The Conlequence is evident. 
For what ſ>ever any Thing is, it is capable of being under- 
ſtood to be. Ard as for the Antecedent, that is manifeſt 
from theſe Conſiderations. | : 
a2 Firſt, 


IX 
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+. Firſt; That God: was Good, and exerted As of Good- 
neſs, before there was any" Sin in the World, and therefore 
might be, and undoubtedly was, underſtood bath as good, 
and zs exerciſing his Goodnels, by the Angels before the Fall 
of any of them, and for that reaſon” before Pardon /of Sin 
could come into Conſideration. | 

* In the next Place, Godhad beez Good, and had exerci- 
ſed his Goodneſs, had Meu and Angels been Created Im- 
peccable ;. ava, Lam fare,. it is no. Contradidtion. to hold, 
That they might have been Originally made ſuch, as all Glo- 
rified Spirits now actually are. , 

And Laſtly, God « and may be underſtood to be Good, 
even in reſpect of thoſe, whoſe Sins ſhall never be pardoned. 
And therefore that Aſſertion of this Author, "That it is not 
poſſible to. underſtand what Goodneſs. is without Par- 
doning Grace, is apparently falſe aud abſurd ;_ as drawing 
after it One of theſe I'wo Conſequences. | 

Firſt, That either we cannot underſtand the Creation and 
Support of Angels, and of this viſible World, and particu- 
larly of Mankind, to have been Adts and Inſtances of the 
Divine Goodneſs (which yer, no doubt, were very. great 
opes,) Or 
| Secondly, That we cannot underſtand them as ſuch, but 
by underſtanding them alſo to imply in them Pardoning 
Grace.. - And if Fe then, ſuppoſing the Creation of' Man, 
and his Sin after his Creation, and the Goodneſs of God 
remaining ſtill entire, notwithſtanding Man's Sin, (as it 
certainly d;d) it will follow, that Pardoning Grace, having 
(according to. the farementioned Principle) a neceſſary Con- 
#exion with, or reſult from the ſaid Goodneſs, muit have 
fallen in of courſe, and by neceſſary conſequence from thence. 
And then, Where could be the Freedom of this Grace ? Nay, 
Where could be this Grace it ſelf ? For the very Nature. of 
Grace conſiſts in this, that it be an. Att perfettly Free ; ſo 


ee. 
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free, that God might have py 6 after Man had ſinned, 
whether he would ever have offered him any Conditions f 
Pardon, or no; And if he had not, Men might, notwit 

anding that, have abundantly known aid underſtood the. 
Goodneſs of God, by ſeveral other Aits and Inftances, in 
which it had ſufficiently declared it ſelf. So that the forego- 
ing Aſſertion is nothing but a groſs Paradox, and a Scur 
Blow at all Revealed Religion beſides, if the Knowledge 
of Pardoning Grace could, or may be had without it. 

And now after this Abſurdity preſented to the Reader's 
Examination ; T ſhall point out to him ſome of the Blaſphe- 
mies alſo that cccurr in the ſame Book. Such as are theſe 
that follow. The Juſtice'of God (ſays he) having glut-- 
ted it ſelf with Revenge on Sin in the Death of Chriſt, 
henceforward we may be ſure he will be very kind, as 
a Revengeful Man is, when his Paſſion is over. Kow- 
ledge of Chriſt, P. 46. Again, The Sum of the Mar- 
ter is, That God is all Loveand Patience, when he has 
taken his fill of Revenge ; as-others uſe to ſay, That the 
Devil himſelf is very goo when he-is pleaſed; P. 47. 
Again, The Death of Chriſt ( ſays he ) diſcovers the 
Naturalneſs of Juſtice to God ; that is, That he is ſo 
Juſt, thar he has not one Drara of Goodneſs in him, till. 
his Rage and Vengeance be ſatisfied ; which, I confeſs, 
is a glorious kind of Juſtice. Ard preſently after. Now: 
the Juſtice and Vengeance of God having their Aftings: 
affigned them to the full, being glutted and fatiated 
with the Blood of Chriſt, God may pardon as many 
and great Sins as he pleaſes, P. 59. And ſutable to this, 
he likewiſe calls the Method of God's ſaving Sinners upon 4 
Previous Satisfattion made to his Fuitice,. as neceſſary for 
the Remiſſion of Sin , God's Trucking and Bartering 


' with Sin, and the Devil for his Glory, P. 52. Concern 


ing which and the like Expreſſions uttered by this Great 
001 
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Good Man {as a certain poor Wretch calls him) I cannot bat 
out of a due Zeal, and concern for that Eternal Truth, by 
which, T hope to be Saved, declare, That the Tongue that 
ſhould Speak ſuch things, deſerves. to Speak no more; 
and the Hand that ſhould Write them, to Write no 
more. Ad great pity it is, that at this time, and in this- 
caſe alſo, his Aſcendant had not tyed up his Hands from 
.-. Writlng, For ſee, how one of the Leading Diſſenters In- 
ſults over our Church, apon occaſion of theſe Horrid- Paſſa- 


on againſt F&S» Is this (Jays he) Language becoming a.Son of the 
Sh. p. 47, Charchof England ? Ought it not more juſtly to have 


been expected from a Jew, or a Mahometaz.? From Ser- 
vetws, Or Socinus, (from whom alſo it was borrowed) 
than from a Son of the Church, ina Boak publiſhed by 
Licence and Authority ? Azd thus he goes on, equally Cha- 
ſtrſeing his Arrogance, and Expoſing hus Ignorance ; the poor 
Church*s Repatation all the while paying the Scores of both. 
As to the Licenſing of which Book, here ſo ſeverely refletFed 
upon, it did indeed meet with a Perſon (as it were) framed for 
the very purpoſe. For none certainly could be ſo fit to ſtamp 
an Imprimatur «pox a Book Wrote againſt Chriſt's Satis- 
fattion, as One, who while he was Eating the Bread, 
and Wearing the Honours of the Church, could ſtab the 
DoCtrine of it to the Heart, by Writing for Tranſubſtan- 
—tiation. And then inthe next place, for its paſſing Uncon- 
trolled, it had really been to be wiſhed, That the Clergy in 
Convocation, #x the laſt ; on, (in which ſo many of 
them acquitted themſelves fo exceeding worthily upon other 
Accounts) would have vouchſafed to wipe off this groſs Blot 
' from the Church by a due Cenſur? aſſed upon the forementi- 
oned Poſitions ; ſo reproachful to that, and ſo Contumelious 
ro our Common Chriitianity. For what vaſt advantage the 
Diſſenters have taken from hence to Scandalize and Beſpat- 
ter the Government and Governours of” our Church, i but 
r00 
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too well known, and cannot be too much Lamented; and 1 
heartily wiſh, That it had been a Scandal only Taken, and 
not Given. And the rather do Irepreſent this as a Work fit + 
for the Convocation ; ſince this Author has given the World 
ſuch a Notable Proof, That nothing but a Convocation can Sethe 
Convince, or work upon him. | Hy Caſe of 
And thus I have given the Reader a Specimen of thFDo- All:giance, 
Qrines of this Author i» theſe Two Books of his. In the for-** 5 
mer of which, he _ to be the Socinian*s humble Servant, 
by Ridiculing an ExplodiFs Chriſt*s Satisfaition of God's 
Juſtice ; and ſo in effett, the whole Myſtery-of the Goſpel : 
And in the latter he pretends to 0 pe them by ſuch a Vindi- 
cation of the Trinity, azd of Chrift*s Incarnation, xs 0x 
would think, were Wrote by themſebves. But whatſoever it 
i, that he either pretends, or intends (as it is hard to know 
the latter by the former) this Character T ſhall give of him 
as a Writer, That there is hardly any one Subject which he 
has Wrote upon (that of vt only excepted) but he has 
Wrote both for it and againſt it foo : Not that T ſay, that 
' he has Printed all which he has ſo Wrote ; but Printing is not © 
the only way of Publication; and this I will ſay beſides, That 
where he has not Printed, he has AQted it with a Witneſs. 
And yet even for Printing ; could any thing be Wrote and 
Printed more ſharp and bitter againſt the Diſſenters, than 
what this Man Wrote in his Anſwer to the Proteſtant Re- 
conciler ? And yet how frankly (or rather fulſomely) does 
he open both his A-ms to embrace them in his Sermon Preach- 
ed before the Lord Mayor, oz Nov. 4. 1688 ? Though 1 
dare ſay, That the Tifſenters themſelves are of that Con- 
ſtanty as to own, That they were of the ſame Principles in 
88, that they were of in 85, But the Truth is, Old Friend- 
ſhips cannot be ſo eaſily forgot. And i; has been an Obſervati-- 
01-made by ſome, that hard!y : 4m any one be found,who was firſt 
tainted with a Conventicie, whom a Cathedral could ever 


after 
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after cure ;, but that ſtill upon every croſs 1uri of Aﬀairs a- 
gainſ# the Church, the irreſiſtib* Magnetiſm of the Good 
Old Cauſe, (as ſome #ill think it) would quickly draw him 
out of the Good Old Way. The Fable tells us of a Cat once 
turned into a Woman, but the next ſight off a Mouſe quick= 
ly diſſotved the Metamorphoſis, caſhiered _ 0747, and re- 
Hored the Brute. And ſome Virtuoſt («led iz the Uſeful 
Philoſophy cf Alterations) have thought her much a gainer 
by the latter change ; there being ſo many unlucky turns in the 
World, in which it is not half jo ſafe and advantagions to 
Walk Upright, as to be able to fall always upon one's 


S. 

Bur not to hold the Reader too long in the Entrance of the 
Work, which I am about to preſent him with, I do here aſſure 
him, That, in the following Animadverſions, Thave ſtrictly 
purſued this Author in every part of' his new Hypotheſis, I 
; © anſwered all his Arguments, not omitting ſo much as 
one, or any Thing that looks like one. And if I have thought 

t ſometimes in a ſhort Remark or two, here and there to re- 
freſh the Reader and my ſelf, by expoſing his Bold andBlind 
ſide together ; yet this has ſtill been my method, throughly to 
diſpatch the Argument, before I offer to divert upon the Author, 

As for that part of his Book, which peculiarly concerns 
the Socinians, 1 leave him and them to fight it out, My ba- 
ſineſs is go ſhew, That the DoErine of our Church #s abſo- 
lutely a ftranger to his Novel and Beloved Notions : It 
knows them not : It owns them not ; nor ought we to look 
upon him, ſo far as he Aſſerts and Maintains them, to be any 
1rae and Genuine Son of it : And conſequently, whether he 
worries the Socinians, or (which is much the more likely) 
the Socinians worry him, the Church of England #s not at 
all concerned. 
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Some of the moſt conſiderable Errata of the Preſs, are thus- 
to.be Correfted. 


Reface, Pay V. lin. 19. Marg. for 6u»yudyeuoay read turnudytuony. Book, 
" _Þ- 2:1. 7. for "NINDD read NIDDM, the laſt Letter, which ſhould be a 
Keſb, in moſt Copies diſappears. p. 3. 1. 29. for quodr. qu04. p. 7.1. 23. and 26. 
P. 8.1. 8. for inadequate r. inadequate. p,18. 1. 16. & paſſem. for Arrians r. Arians. 
P. 25.1. 30. for plarmeſs r. plainneſs. p. 41+ 1. ig. for Sabſlance r. Subſtance. p. 61. 
. 25, foris ſelf r. ber ſelf, p. 106. laſt line, for conſci- r. moſt. p. 111. 1. 13. for 
communicated to r. in common belonging 10. p. 119. 1, 26. for & T4 0867yr: r- 
ey 0867171. p. 123-1. 6. for toth. Book r. 1ſ}. Book. p.131. 1, 23. for Jia 
X00 4@vTeh TI, Siaxorwuarre. Pigs, laſt line, for (owo r, $0 uhs. p. 165. 1 18. for 
TY504c0m wd et T. wyevuaryud gu. Pp. 173. 1.15. for Unityr. Unity or Singulariiy. 
P- 177; laſt line, for 0youciorys I. 6408016745. Pe 196. 1, 5. Marg. for &14e ia r. 
S6gyna, and after wie put a Colon, jbid, p. 196. 1. 7. for dp I, deg. p. 205» 


Þ» 2123s, 


- 1, 18: Marg, for ip[ar. iprd p. 236, 


' 1, 6. Marg. for I» Souls I. bs howdy for Up, 51, 07 I. oy $40}, ibid. p. 209.1, 2, 


Marg. for ejuſdemque r. ejuſddmgae. p. 210, 1. 5. Marg. for eademquer. eademgue, 
2 A l. Meer propris r, proprid, for divineque r. divineque, ibid. Ip Je 

. 3, Marg. for adtzr4 r. #4turd. P, 228, 1.23, for gurpuſe r. purpoſe, P. £3. 
I. 3, Marg. for d}MIG-r-2} IQ rg Il, 4. Marg, r Sula Dr (44 P:234, 
2, Marg. for beatamque r, beatEnque. p.1g3, 

I. 4, and6, for r, F, p. 255. 1.8. & p, 257. 1.18. for di71v r. zee 6519. p.260, 
L x, for rogrgy F. Tolruy. P. 360, |, 22. for vanalor r. vwpatreiny.p. 262, |, 27, 
for varies Tr, Varinuny P 263-1, 16, for itar. it2. p. 264. I 26. for Spiritis 
r. Spirits, for diffimulis r. diftmilis, ibid. p. 366. 1. 16. for quditrant read audje- 
rant. p. 268, 1. g. for quamr. quam. p.268. 1, 10. for ratjouemgue r. rationsmque. 
P. 273+ 1, 25. for boer. bic. p. 274+ 1. 5. for cum r.cun. p. 276.1, 7. for fixer. 


fine. p. 276. 1. 10. for 7g/7w Tr. TeiTy. p. 296. 1:31. foreſſentidr. efſentiq.p. 288, 
_ |]. 5. Marg. for g&1@ air. $ro dal. p. :$g. 1. 10. Marg. for on ed qc Tus I, 


xe T8624 oeTh mus. P-304-1. 33. for direfler r.direQor. p.z25, 1.33, for Seuſitiver. 
Seufible P.335-1.10,13. for of the Zateranr,of Zateran.p.343.1.12.for them r. it. 
Pag. 358. 1, 1,inftead oi fer r, for, p, 361, l. 6, for antequamr, antequem, 1,25. 
for ideoque r, ideeque, 1. 27, for cum r, Cim, |, 29. for Audiviſſe r, Te audbviſſe, 


ee le 32, for gquaque Foadtie, Pe 362.1, 20, for antequam r. anequam, Where Pres .. 


—_— and ſych like Words occur, let them be read with a fingle e, inftead 

If the Reader chance to meet with any more ſuch Faults in Accents, he is 
defired to Corrett, or Excuſe them 5, together with all Miſpointings, which 
in Books gf any length.are commonly too many to be particularly and exattly 
ſet down, | 
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1 - Animadverlſions. &c. 
E CHAP. I 


Repreſenting to us the Sence and Signification of 
the Word Myſtery, as alſo a Vindication of the 
Uſe and Application of it, to ſome of the moſt 
difficult and ſublime Truths of the Goſpel ; and, 
laſtly, a full Proof, Tt the Account given by 
this Authour, of . hes Explication of the Article of 
| the Trinity, wholly inconſiſtent with the My- 
 ſteriouſneſs of zt. « 


N Order to the better Examination of what this 
Authour has wrote about the Holy Trinity, I 
think it requiſite ro premiſe ſomething concern= 
ing the Signification, Sence, and Nature of a My- 
{tery. For certainly the Unity of One and the 

YN ſame undivided God-head, in a Trinity of diſtin& 

5 Perſons, is one of the greateſt Myſteries, if not abſo- 


3 - lately the greateſt in our Chriſtian Religion. Now a 
Y Myſtery, according to the ones {lignification of the 
I word , 1s derived either from the Greek word wutw, 
F which ſignifies to 2nitiate , or enter one into Sacred Rites, 
* or Dottrines, or from wuw, another Greek word ( and 


that in the judgment of Euſtathins and Stephanus, more 
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regularly and haturally ) ſignifying to [but or cloſe « 

_ moſt commonly & ly*'d to the ſhutting of * ſk 
or mouth, the ſolemn poſture of the wuzuſvai, or Hnitiats 
in the Rites of the Gentile Worſhip. And, /a/ty, one 
of no ſmall Note for Critical as well as other Learn- 


Sc Caſaib: ing, will needs run it up even to a Hebrew Original, de- 


Ann. Baron, 
43- P.542 
4 P-542) 


"riving it from "1702, which ſignifies res abſcondita aut 
ſecretum, Concerning which, it muſt be confeſſed, That 
there is a more than ordinary agreement between the He- 
brew and Greek word both as to Sound and Signifi- 
cation. But whether this be not wholly accidental, is 
left to the Criticks in theſe Languages to determine. In 
the mean time, moſt account wvgngeoy a word purely 
and perfectly Greek : and the Original of it lies ſo ma- 
nifeſtly in one of the two fore-mentioned Greek words, 
that it ſeems a needles Curioſity, or rather a meer 
Fancy to ſeek. for it elſewhere. But whatſoever the 
Origination of the word is, it always imports ſomething 
hidden or concealed , eſpecially with reference to. Sacred 
or Religious Matters; And in this Sence it occurs fre- 
quently, if not always, in prophane Writers ; from 
whence the Holy Pen-men of the New Teſtament ſeem 
to have borrow*d and apply*d it to ſome of the Great 
and Arduous 'Truths of Choidkianity, ſuch as human 
Reaſon cannot give a clear and explicit Account of. 

This therefore being the undoubted Notation and 
Signification of the Word, I ſhall deliver the Nature 
& the thing it ſelf in this Definition, viz. That 4 
Myftery is a Truth reveaÞPd by God, above the Power of 
natural Rea on to find. out or comprehend. This, I take, 
to be a and proper Definition of a Myſtery. And 


accordingly I ſhall conſider the ſeveral Parts of it di- 
ftinfly. As, | 


k 


CHAPTER I. 

Firſt, That it is a Truth, By which we exclude eve- 
ry thing from being a Myſtery that is abſurd or con- 
tradiQious ; fince a Truth can by no means be ſo. And 
conſequently hereby ftand excluded alſo the Fooleries 
and Falſities of all other Religions, how Myſterioth ſo- 
ever they may be pretended to be, and with how much 
Solemnity and Confidence ſoever delivered. 

Secondly, The next Qualification 1s, That it be revea- 


led by God, viz, as to its Exeſtence, That there is ſuch 
4 thing. For otherwiſe, as to the Nature of the thing it 


ſelfand ſeveral other reſpeQs, in which it may be known, 


the Revelation of it is not ſuppos'd to extend ſo far. 
In a Word, as a Myſtery implies ſome Revelation of 
a Thing ; ſo it follows, That all Revelation does not 
overthrow the Myſteriouſneſs of it : but only ſuch a 
plenary and entire Revelation of it, as leaves nothing 
in the Nature of it abftruſe or undiſcovered. But 
now, though Revelation be a neceflary Ingredient in 
this Definition, yet it is not ſufficient ; ſomething more 
being ſtill required. Since nothing hinders, but that 
the ſame thing may be both revealed by God, and 
known upon other accounts, too. As the Moral Law 
was revealed by God to his People, and may be drawn 
and demonſtrated from Principles of Natural Reaſon 
_ And _——y the F 

Third Property of a Myſtery 'is, That it ſurpaſs 
all the Power of Natural Res hw to diſcover or Et . 
out. And that not only as to the Quid fir, or parti- 
cular Nature, bur alſo as to the Qzod ſit of it too. 
For that there are or ſhould be ſuch or ſuch things, 
( to conſider only the bare Exiſtence of them ) no Prin- 
ciple of human Reaſon, by its own natural or impro- 
ved Light, could ever have found out , as might be ea- 
fily ſhewn by Induction, through the ſeveral Bs” 
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of our Religion, ſuch as are the Trinity, the Incarnation, 
the Myſtical Union of Chriſt with the Church, the Reſurre- 
fon of the Body, and the like ; of all, and each of which, , 

meer Reaſon could never have made a diſcovery. 
 Fourthly, The fourth and laſt Condition of a Myſte- 
ry, expreſsd in the foregoing Definition of it, is, That 
it be ſuch a Thing, as bare Natural Reaſon (even after 
it -is diſcovered) cannot comprehend. I ſay comprehend, 
that is, know it perfealy, and as far as it is capable of 
being known. TI do not ſay, That it 1s, or ought to be 
wholly Unintelligible. For ſome knowledge (no doubt) 
may be had of it. As, firſt, we may know the Sig- 
nification and Meaning of the Words or Terms, in 
v/hich it is delivered or revealed to us. Likewiſe as 
to the thing it ſelf, we may have ſome imperfe&t, de- 
fective knowledge of that too..: Such as the Apoſtle 
Paul calls a knowing in part, and ſeeing as through a glaſs 
darkly, 1 Cor. 13. 12. which words. manifeſtly and na- 
turally import, That aagr is- known, though in 
a very imperfect manner and degree, and that ſome- 
thing alſo remains ſtill unknown, which ſhall hereafter 
be clearly and fully diſcovered, and made known unto 
us. So that I think nothing could give us a truer, and 
more ſatisfactory account of the Nature of an Evange- 
lical Myſtery, than this Scripture, viz. That it is a 
Truth,of which we know ſomething, at preſent, though 
very imperfectly ; but are ignorant of a great deal 
more belonging to it. And this a» aywwor, this 
obſcure and abftruſe part of it, is that which pro- 
perly conſtitutes and denominates-a Sacred "Fruth a My- 
ſtery ; and conſequently we may reckon the Account 
given us of a Myſtery by St.. Chryſoftome , a true and 
exact Deſcription of it by its principal Property, viz. 
Ti amppnoy C Sw ovy [ &yrospJyey, Homily 7. on the 
2 Corinth, 


CuaPrTetr 1. 


2 Corinth. and Homily-19. on the Epiſtle to the Romaxs. 
W here I deſire the Reader ſtill to obſerve, that I do not 
affirm, That this laſt Acception of the Word is either 
the Original Sence of it, or that the Heathen Writers 
. uſed it in this Signification ; all that they intended to 
ſignifie by the Word My/teriam, ſeeming to have been 
only that it was, Quid ſacrum & ſecretum. But this 
I affirm, Thar the Fathers and Writers of the Chriftian 
Church generally uſed it in the Sence ſpecified ; that is, 
They aftix'd a farther Sence to it of their own ; bur ſtill 
ſuch an one as carried yith it ſomething of Analogy and 
Cognation to the firſt, whereby it ſignify*d only ſome. 
thing obſcure or occult in ſacred Matters.So that now,if any 
one ſhould argue, That in the Writers of the Chriſtian 
Church, Myſterinm ſignified only, Quid ſacrum & ſecre- 
tum, becauſe it ſignified no more in the Heathen Wri- 
ters, from whom they borrowed it, this would be ver 
inconſequent and ridiculous; and all.one, as if, ha 
Sacramentum 1n the Heathen Writers {ignified only a Mi- 
litagg: Oath : therefore in the Ancient Chriſtian Writers 
it muſt ſignifie ſo too, For the Chriſtian Writers apply 
it, to ſignife thoſe two great . Rites of Chriſtianity, 
— and the Holy Euchariſt; though ſtill (in this 
inſtance as well as in the former ) with ſome Analogy, 
Reference, and Affinity to the firſt uſe of the Word, 
viz, That as by this Military Oath, Soldiers did folemn- 
ly devote themſelves to. their Emperor's Service, ſo in 
theſe two Religious Rites Men do much more ſolemnly 
devote and bind themſelves over to the. Obedience and 
Service of Chriſt, according to all the. Rules and Pre- 
cepts of his Holy Religion. - 

I conclude therefore; by a Parity of the Caſe, That 
Myſterium, according to the Chriſtian Uſe of the Word, 
1mports not only-, Quid iz ſacrs ſecretum, by reaſon of 
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an aftual Concealment of the ſame, but moreover ſome- 
thing, that 1s ſo much a Secretum in Religion, as to tran- 
{cend and ſurpaſs all Humane Comprehenſion. And it is 
the Authority of the Ancient Writers uſing the word thus, 
which I ſtate this Sence of it upon, as abundantly ſuffici- - 
ent to enfranchiſe and render it Authentick in the 
Church. Though, I confeſs, as to the Adverſary whom 
I am to deal with, my purpoſe would be ſufficiently 
ſerv'd againſt him, even by the firſt and narroweſt Sig- 
nification of the Word, as it imports only ſomething in 
Religion attually ſecret, hidden, and not open to a com- 
mon view or perception. 
T have now given the Notation, Signification, and Ne- 
finition of the word Myſtery. But after all, there is a 
new Light ſprung lately into the World, which tells us, 
"RY the uſe of the Word in Scripture determines the Caſe 
count of Quite another way ; for that the Scripture knows no ſuch 
the word fignification of the word, as we have inſfifted upon ; nor 
9/1), that any thing that is Incomprehenſible, is, or ought to 
in theHoly be accounted, a Myſtery. The Aﬀerter of this (as we 
Scriprure. may well perceive) is a bold Man, but being at preſent 
engaged with a much bolder, T ſhall only fay thus much 
of this Socinian Tratt here, viz. That as to the Argu- 
ment which the Author would raiſe againſt the Trinta- 
rians (as he calls them) from the Sence of the Word 
Biſhop Myſtery, as he has there ſtated it, it has been throughly 
v6;.r. Pafficd and overthrown by a Learned Perſon, in a ſhort 
mon on Diſcourſe i» Vindication of the Myſteries of” the Chriſtian 
the 1 Tim. Fazth, &c. And when this Anti-Trinitarian has an- 
Print; Twer'd that Learned Perſon, if there appears need of an 
1691, further anſwer to the foremention'd piece, he may, all 
in good time,receive one in a diftin& Diſcourſe by it ſelf. 
And fo I immediately addreſs my ſelf to the Author 
undertook by me, who by pretending to defend _—_ 
| ricle 
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Article of the Trinity, has given the Adverſary thoſe 
oreat Advantages againft ir, which the bare Article left 

to defend it ſelf (as the Faith is generally its own beſt 

Defender) could never have given him. The Socinians 

charge it with Paradox, and downright Contradiction. 

For the repelling and ſtaving oft which Charge from this 

Doftrine, our Author has thought fit to = us ſome 

Rules to judge of a ContradiCtion by, and in ſo doing, 

has laid down this Remarkable Aſfertion, viz. That it is 
4 vain and arrogant preſumption, to ſay, what is, or what is 

not a Contradittion, when we confeſs we do not underſtand, or 

comprehend the thing we ſpeak of, p. 4. This, I fay, is a 

very remarkable Aſſertion, and the firſt thing remarka- 

ble in it, is, That (according to a Cuſtom, very uſual 
with him) he promiſcuouſly joyns together words, as if 
they were of the ſame Import and Extent of Significati- 
on, when really they are very different. For to ander- 
ſtaxd a thing, 1s to know it 1n any reſpect, or degree, in 
which it is knowable , and to comprehend a thing, is to 
know it in every reſpect in which it is knowable. And 
as it 15 certain,that we cannot know God this latter way ; 
foit is ascertain, that we may know him the former: 
For we do, and may know him by inadzquate and im- 
perfect, and uncommenfurate Conceptions ; as that he 
its Juſt, Wiſe, Good, and the like ; which are ſeveral In- 
adzquate-ways of repreſenting him to our mind. Burt 
now,, if this Author's Afſertion ſhould take place, viz. 
That we cannot ſay what is, or what 1s. not a Contradi- 
Ction, when we confeſs we do not comprehend the thing 
we ſpeak of, then we cannot pronounce theſe Propoſity- 
ons, TJwpiter Olympius is the Supreme God, the Sun is the 
Supreme God, or the World is the Supreme God, to be 
ContradiCtions : foraſmuch as it is certain, that'ſpeaking 
here of God, we do not comprehend the thing we ſpea - 
of. 
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of, And yet ſince Jupiter Olympins, the 'Sun, and the 


- Worldare all of them finite Material Beings, and God 


both Infinite and Immarerial : I doubt not but that to 
affirm one of the other, is a real and manifeſt Contradi- 
ftion. And to ſhew.that it 1s 1o, this Author ſhould do 
well to conſider, That a- Contradiction is not properly 
(or univerſally at leaft) opposd to the compleatr and a- 
dxquate knowledge of a thing, but to the true know- 
ledge of it.” And we may have a true knowledge even 
by ſuch inadequate, imperfe&t, incomplete Conceptions 
of it, as we have mention'd. . For he who knows God 
to be Juſt, though he cannot comprehend every way and 
reſpect in which he is, or may be 10, and much leſs all 
his other PerfeCtions, has thereby a true knowledge of 
God, though an Imperfect one. That is, he knows and 
underſtands, though he does not comprehend him. But 
according to this Author's Afſertion, we cannot ſay, that 
any thing is a ContradiQtion, with reference to God, ſince _ 
it 15Certain and evident, that we-neither do nor can com-" 
prehend him. And what abſurd, and inſuffterable Con- 
ſequences, this muſt needs draw after it in our Diſcour- 
ſes of God, T leave to any one but the Author of this Aſ- 
ſertion to judge. 

But the Conſequences of it, as bad as they are, do not 
ſtop in God. For in the 7th Page, our Author proceeds 
farther, and affirms, That it is ſo far from being a won- 
der to meet with any thing, whoſe nature (or rather the 
Nature of which) we do not perfectly underſtand, that he 


| knows nothing in the World which we do perfetty underſtand, 


or, in his other word, comprehend, (for to underſtand 4 

thing perfectly,and to comprehend it,T take to be the ſame.) 

And now let us apply his former Rule, viz. That we can- 

not ſay what is, or is not a Contradiction, when we _— 

we do not comprehend the thing we ſpeak of. I ſay,let us apply 
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this Rule here alſo ; and ſince he poſitively avers, That 
there is nothing in the World which we do comprehend;or 
perfettly underſtand : it muſt roundly follow, That there 
can be no ſuch thing as a Contradiction ; fince whatſoe- 
ver-is ſo, is, and muſt be a ContradiCtion to ſomething 
orother. Now for the Truth and Reaſon of his Afer- 
tion, I cannot undertake, but certainly the Prudence and 
Forecaſt of it is admirable, as being like to do him 
Knight's Service (as I ſhall ſhew hereafter) at many a 
turn, and, next to 4 Corvocarion-Book, help him out at a 
dead Lift. | | 
In the mean time, let us ſee how our Author makes 
good this ſtrange and looſe Propoſition, viz. That there 
15 nothing inthe World, that we perfeitty underſtand. And 
in order to this, Let us bring and lay together what he 
Aﬀerts in ſeveral places. And here firſt in Page 7. line 
20.&c. Itis agreed by all Men, That the Eſſences of things 
cannot be known,but only rack nag and Qualities ; and 
that the World is divided into Matter and Spirit ; and that 
- we know no more what the ſubſtance of Matter, than what 
the ſofaxce of Spirit is : and then he enumerates ſome 
of the Eſſential Properties of each, and owns that we 
know them (in Confirmation, I ſuppoſe, of his fore-goin 
Aſlertion, that we know —__ After which, in Pare 8. 
line 15, he adds, As for the Eſſential Properties, Ope- 
rations, and Powers of Matter, Sence, - Experience, "and Ob- 
ſervation will tell us what they are. * And then I hope we 
may know alſo what they are, when Sence and Experience ' 
has told us. So that we ſee here what our Author aſſerts ; 
but may we-rely upon it, and hold him to his-Word ? 
Alas ! "That, I fear, may prove ſomething hard and un- 
kind. For a Man, to Now ger rare C - rg has 
given 4 large ſcope and liberty of thinking, and who has 
given himkad as large an one = ſpeaking, loves not, - 
| | a 
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all things in the World,to be held roo ſtritty to what he 
| ys For in Page 4. line - reckoning up ſome of the 
Abſurdities, and Contradictions attending the DoQrine 
of 'Tranſubftantiation, he tells us, That we k»ow thens r9 
be ſo; becauſe we know the Natare of a Body (and this 
' allo we muſt ſuppoſe faid in further Confirmation of his 
other Afertion, that we know not the Natare of x 
thing) and moreover, That we know that ſuch things (a 
he. there mentions) are -4 Contradiftion to the Eſſential 
Properties of 'a Body, line'26;All this he fays here,and that 
in very plain terms. But in the 7th Page (in which it is 
high time for a Man to forget what he faid in the 4rh.) 
He tells us, That the Eſſences of things cannot be knows ; 
and conſequently one. would think, That the Eſſence of 
a-Body could not be known : And yet for one to krow the 
nature of a Body, (which in the 4th Page he ſays we do) 
without knowing the Eſſence of it , (which in the 9rh Page 
he ſays, we cannot know) is, I conceive, a way of know- 
ledge peculiar to this Author.” In the next place, as for 
the property of things, he tells us very poſitively in Page 
8. line 33, 34. That the Properties aud Operations both of Bo- 
ares and Spirits, are great Secrets, and Myſteries in Nature, 
which we underſtand nothing of 8c. And yet in Page 7. h.z2, 
he tells us, That we know the Eſſential Properties of 4 
Spirit, that it is a thinking ſubſtance with the Facilties of 
Underſtanding and Will, &c. Now to know the Eſſential 
Properties fo Spirit ; And yet for theſe Properties to be 
uch Secrets and Myſteries in Nature, that weunderftand no- 
thing of them, (both which this Author expreſly affirms 
in the compaſs of two Pages) is another fort of know-' 
ledge,: which ought in all reaſon to be reckon'd peculiar 
to himſelf. thus having conſider*d ſome of his Aſ- 
ſertions'in Contradiftion to one another (if there be any 
ſuch thing as a'ContradiQtion) I will conſider ſome of 
them ſeverally by themſelves. And 
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_ And herg, as. have already ſhewn, "That he ſays po- 
ſitively 7 th line 28. That we have no clear a4 cOmM- 
; Bo Bien of 4 Spirit : So he adds in the next 
words, That it is impoſſible to know what is contrary to the 
Nature of a Spirit, if we know not what the Nature of a 
| Spirit is, 1, e, Comprehenſively,. as he muſt ſtill mean. 
But this, by his favour, 1 very much queſtion, and de- 
fire him to tell me, Whether we may not know, Tha! 
it is contrary to the Natare of .a Spirit to be Material, to be 
extended, and to be | compounded of the Elements, &c. 
Theſe things I take to be fuchi as are contrary to the Na- 
ture of a Spirit, and fuich as may be certainly Known to 
be ſo, and conſequently fixch as may ſafely, rationally, 
and con{onantly to all Principles of Philoſophy, be pro- 
nounced to be {0 : And therefore this Author®s Aﬀertion, 
viz. "That it is impoſſible to kwow what is contrary to the 
Natare of a Spirit, if we have not a- clear, comprehenſive 
Natian of the Nature of a Spirit, is apparently Falſe, Ab- 
furd, and Ridiculous. . EQ: 24 
But to proceed, This Author having ſaid, That he 
knows nothing in the World that we do perfectly underſtand : . 
And for the proof of it alledged, That the Efſexces 
of things canuot be known; and for the farther proof 
of that, affirm*d, That. the: whole World: is adequately di- 
vided into Matter and Spirit ; the Natares of which (as he 
ſays) are wholly awknown to us : Suppoſe now, I ſhould 
(as I do) deny this whole Argument,' and affirm, That 
there is a third ſort of Beings, which are neither Mavrer, 
nor Spirit ; which yet (as to: ſome of them, at leaft) 
may be perfeQly underftood and known by us ; and 
theſe are Accidewts, which, according to the ableſt Phi- 
laſophers hitherto, do together with Jab/{axce,' make a' 
mueh better, and more comprehenfive: Diviſion of. the: 
whole World, than Matrer ———_— For certain it is, 
; CG 2 - That 
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That. Accidents, as contradiftinet to Subſtance, are real 
Beings, and have their reſpeCtive Eſſences and Properties 
belonging to them, and ſuch as may be matter of De- 
monſtration ; which kind of Argument is known to be 
_ the proving of any Property, or proper Attribute of its 
SubjeQ, by a third thing, or Principle, bearing an Ef- - 
ſential Connexion with both. And amongſt Accidents, 
I do particularly affirm this of Numbers , Figures, and 
Proportions, that they are ſuch things as may he perfe&t- 
ly underſtood by us in the ftrength of Natural Reaſon. 
For I think -it may be perfectly, and comprehenſively 
known, That two and two.make four ; and that a Cir- 
cle is a Figure, every part of the Circumference whereof 
is equidiſtant from the Centre ; and a thouſand more ſuch 
things, all which are capable of being Scientifically made 
out to us by Demonſtration : And this indeed to ſich an 
height, that as ſome will admit of no Demonſtrations, 
but in the Mathematicks, viz. in Numbers, Figures, 
and Proportions : ſo there are few, or none, but readily 
grant, "That the Demonſtrations about theſe Matters, 
are the Cleareſt, the moſt Scientitick, and Convincing of 
all other Demonſtrations whatfoever. From all which 
I conclude, That what this Author: has affirmd, viz. 
T-hat there i nothing in the World but Matter and Spirit, 
and withal, T hat there is _— which we do perfeitly under- 
ftana, is not only a crude, looſe, unwary, but really, 
and, in ſtrineſs of truth; a very falſe Afſertion. 

And therefore, though this - Author - pleaſeth him- 
ſelf with a fanciful Harangue about our Ignorance of 
the Philoſophy ; How the. Fire burns, and the Waters 
are condens'd (as he calls it) into Ice? How Stones fall 
, to the Ground, and V apours afcend and thicken in Clouds, 
and fall down again to the Earth in gentle Showres, &c. 
( for it muſt be granted, That it is much eafier 

to 
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to. change like | the Weather, than to underſtand it ) 
and moreover , 'though he is.pleaſed to ſay, That he who 
<« rhinks he underſtands theſe matters, would make a Man 
<« aueſtion, Whether he has any ſenſe at all ? (whuch is his 
RW Complement to moſt whom he deals with) yet all 
this confident. Talk will neither clear him from the Ab- 
ſurdity and Paradox of the forementioned General Poſi- 
tion laid down by him ; nor convince ſuch as are con- 
'verſant in the experimental part-of Natural Philoſophy, 
but that a very true, rational, and fſatisfattory Account 
may be given of all the fore-mentioned Phxnomena in 
Nature, which this Man,, with ſo much: Confidence; or 
rather Inſolence, ſays, No Man'of anqueſtiond Sence will 
pretend to give the Reaſon, or Philoſophy of. Accordingly 
I will dire& him to ſome who took the boldneſs to give 
a Philoſophical Account of his Urreſo/vable Problems. 
As for inſtance, That of the congealing of Water b 

Cold, into ſuch a ſolid Body as Ice, he will find excel- 
lently, and rationally. accounted for, by the Learned 
Mr. Boyl, inhis Treatiſe of Cold, containing new Expe- 
riments, and Obſervations touching it, and an Experi- 
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ſame given. by thoſe Learned French-mer, the Authors 
of the Philoſophia Vetus & Nova, commonly called, the 
Colbertine Philoſophy, in the 2 Vol. p. 213, 214, 215, 
216, And then, for the Deſcent of heavy Bodies, or Stones 
falling to the Ground; he will find the cauſe of it aſſigned 
by Galileo, in his Syſtema Coſmicum, Collat. 1. & 2. And 
fince by Gaſſendaz, 1n his Accurate Tratt de motu impreſſo 
4 motore tranſlato. As alſo, an Account of the Gravita- 
tion, or Deſcent of ſuch Bodies, judiciouſly given by 
Claudires Berigardrs, Protefior of Philoſophy Aſt in Piſa, 
and then in Padua, in his Circalzs Piſanus 3d part, and 
the 6. Dial. p. 291, 292. in the Perſon of Ariſtews. And 

aft 
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uarie, P. wm &e. "I hke manner he wull Far a loſs. 
phical, and Hiſtorical Account of Winds, by chat oreat 
Man, the Lord Bacon, inhis Treatiſe upon that Subje& ; 
which,  I-am fare, is as difficult an one, as-an mentioned 
by this. Aurthor.:And as for what he here ſays of the A/cet 
of V apours (winch is _—_ accounted for, from the Sun 
and other 'Celeftial — and their Deſcent again in 
ons: 3 (which mighr be ftated upon their own 
being tur nates bigger Bodies, as is lively 
plied inn Alembick) this Author in this, ſeems 
to give _ ſome Plutolop RA Account of Rain, and-con- 
for profinning todo, ought to hear his ſhare 
efame Aloproath/ which upon the like acconnt he 
hath fo.iſolently faftned upon others. But as touchin 
Rain-and/Vapours, Snow and Froft, :and innumera ble 
more ſiich Subjects; there is nota Natural Philoſopher, 


whether Peripatetich, pag 4x, Or Carteſian of any note, 
:loſophi 


but profefleth to givea cal Reaſon of the Na- 
ture of them, Hock as to what- thoy are, and how, and 
by what meansthey are cauſed.” Concerningall which, 
Learned Men, who have avowedly travelled,” am im- 
ed themſelves m fuch Studies, and ohae with great” 
Applauſe of all the Learned World ; I defire his Heugh- 
rineſs to ſpeak out, and declare freely, whether he taketh 
them to have been ſuch Perſons, 4s 4 Mer would qaeftion, 
Whether they had any Senſe, or no': '2 For as theſe famous 
Men were far from denying their Senſes, 542 Complenient to 
their Underftanding ; lothey were as far from paſſing ſuch 

aComplementwupon their Senſes, as to own, That their 
Underftanding log condi look no farther, and that where 
ad had Gabeed the Game, Reaſon might not follow it, 
by a ddigent, and ſagacious purſuit, at length over- 


take 
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take it. The Things treated of by theſe ory Saitek | 
ers into Nature, F acknowledge to be very difficult ; but 
every thing that is difficult, is not the impoſlible, 
even to him that thinks it {>. And therefore, as to the 
ignorance of fuch like matters, let our Author (in God's 
Name) and others like him, pronounce each Man for 
himſelf, and nat undertake for others. For there may 
| be ſeveral things, which one Man may not know, and 
yet others may : As for inſtance, It may ſometimes fo fall 
out, 'Fhat a Man ay not know quo and yet others 
may know him very : which is an Obſervatisn, I con- 
ceive, not unworthy of this Author's Remark. 

But to ES on : Whereas he is very poſitive, and de- 
cretory, That the Effences of” things cannot be known : 1 
very much queftion, (and allow him, if he pleaſes, to 
un my Serfe alfo, for fo doing) whether this be ab- 
ſolutely true? For a thing may be known more ways 
than one ; and if 'it be pertettly known , any one way, 
according to the utmoft extent of that way, 1t cannot 
truly ſaid ,, #0r to be kuown. Now, if by kzowing, he \ 
means the knowledge of a thing, by a dire rom ; 
ſon, and Intuition of it, foas to have an exaQ Idea, or | 

reſemblance of ir thereby imprinted upon the mi ed: F 
promns not that the Eſſences of things are by any Humane 
ntelleft fo known. But then, this is ftil] but one way 
of 'knowledge ; and what is not known one way, may* 
(for all that be very well known another. But if on 
the other ſide, by knowizg a thing be meant, the know- 
ing it to be of fuch, or ſich a Nature, by fych peculiar 
Properties, ſuch peculiar EffeQs, and Operations, as di- 
{crimirtate it from other things, and that, ro know it 
thus, be truly to know it : Then T affirm, That the Na- 
tures, or Eſſences of things may be truly, aud (one way at 
leaſt) perfecHly known. And accordingly, I think it a 
very 


very good Account of the Eſſence of any thing, to ſay, 
Thar It is fuch a thing as always, and hens © hy 
{uch Properties, ſuch Operations, and produces-fuch Ef- 
fects. For this is an Anſwef, ngt only to that Queſtion, 
that enquires, Whether there be ſuch 4 thing, or Eſſence, 
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or 0? Butalſo, and much gore properly to the Queſti- 
on, that enquires, What kind of Natare, or Eſſence ſuch a 
thing is of ? For when that is askt, to ſay, in reply to it, 
That the Eſſence, or Nature of that ttung is a certain 
Principle, always attended with fuch Properties, and al- 
ways, Or gragre'ly operating in ſuch a manner, and pro- 
ducing ſuch effefts, is a full, and fatisfattory Anſwer: to 
that Queſtion. : | | 
If now this Author Toes here,that he grants, That the - 
Properties of things may be known; T1 Anſwer, 'That fome- 
times indeed he grants it, and ſometimes again. he poſi- 
tively denies it, as I have ſhewn. But if in the iſſue he 
will ſtand by the Conceſſion of it, then hemuſt ſtand by 
the Conſequence of that Conceſſion too, and grant, That 
Properties are declaratory of the Quality of the Eſſence 
they flow from, -and belong to. For, I hope, he will 
grant, that the effe&t declares the Nature of the Cauſe : 
And conſequently that the*Nature of the Cauſe may be 
known by it; not by way of ſimple and immediate ap- 
chen$0z of the Cauſe it ſelf, I confeſs, but by way of 
jc and Diſcourſe, colleQting one thing from ano- 
ther ; which is one ſure way of knowing. And therefore 
I do hereaffirm, and own to this Confident, Aſſumi 
Man, That to aſſert abſolutely © (as he does) That the 
Eſſences of things cannot be known, 1s, by no means, a juſt i- 
fable Propoſition ; or, in the Latitude it is laid down in, 
to be admitted : But is really that fallacy, that concludes. 
4 ditto ſecundum quid ad diftum ſimpliciter. 
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., Well, but ſince this Author has-concluded: the whole 
World in Ignorance (himſelf, I Rus ſtill ——_—_— 
from ſo general a Doom) What muſt we do in ſo fad a 
Condition ? Muſt we all take up in Scepticiſm, and ac- 
knowledge, that nothing is to be known ? What then 


17 


will that old Principle. of . Nature, awzyles opigovlay m3 . 


«va, ſerve for, but to tantalize and torment us? For 
muſt we thus think, and thirſt, and deſire to know, and, 
after all, find nothing to be known with any thing of 
plainneſs, evidence, and-demonſtration? Why; Yes; to 
comfort us under this Cimmerian darkneſs, and to ſhew, 
that God has not given us our Intellettual Faculties whol- 
ly in vain-: There is one certain thing in the World, viz. 
he Doftrine of the Trinity ; That is, to ſay, of three di- 
ſtint? Perſons, all united in one and the ſame numerical Di- 
vine Nature, which 1s wonderfully plain, eafie, and obvious 
to be known : Though ſtill, thanks to our Author for it, 
who by a New-found Expoſition, and Explication of it, 
has beſtowed this piece of Charity upon the World as to 
render it ſo, For thus, in Page 58. {ze 2. of his Book, 
Explainingthe Union of the three Perſons in the God- 
head, by Self-C enfants and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, 
(which words ſhall be throughly conſidered in their due 
place) he ſays, That this is very plain, and incellgibl, and 
makes the three Perſons to be as much one, as every Man tis 
one with himſelf. - And certainly it'is hardly poſſible for 
any thing to be more plain and clear, more- evident and 
intelligible, than zhat every Man # one with himſelf. (Ex- 
cept it be only when he contradicts himfelf,) Again in 
Page 65. line, 31, hetells us, That his Notion of Se/f-Corn- 


ſciouſneſs, and Mutual-C onſcionſmeſe, ſeems to him to make 
4 Trinity in Unity as intelligible, as the Notion of one God 
#5. And in Page 66. line 2, 3. That it gives a plain, and 
entelligible Solution to all the Difficulties and ſeeming Contra- 

D . diftions 
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d:dions in the Dottvine of the Trinity. And furely that 

ing, from which a difficatties are removed, and abour 
which, all Contradittions are ſolved, cannot be imagined 
to have any difficulty remaining 1n it at all. And again, in 
Page 68. xe 26. he roundly tells us, That the Explication 
given by him of « Trinity in Unity, is a very plain and in- 
relligible Account of this great and venerable Myſtery ; xs 
plain and intelligible as the Notion of owe God, or of one 
Per fon int the Godhead. | 

And in onde 
all things, and-of one Supreme Bemg, and conſequently 
of one God, is fo eafily demonſtrated,or rather, with ſack 
a broad light, Rtares all Mankind in the Face, even with- 
out any demonſtration , that if the Trinity it Unity be as 
plain as this is, it 1s hardly poſſible for any thing to the 
Reafon of Manto be plainer : and the Arrians, and Socr- 
ztans are ten times more inexcuſable, than ever T thought 
them before. Again, in Page 73. /ize 1x. having affirm- 
ed, The Trinity to be a moſt Sacred and Venerable Myſtery ; 
within 6 or 7 Lines after, he ſays, If Mex wonld bat con- 


ftder it according to his Hypotheſis (which he there ſets 


down) then a Trinity in Unity is a very plain, intelligible 
Notion. Again, in Page 74. line 9. There will appear (fays 
he) zo diffientty, or frdiry in the effertial Union of Three 
Minds by a mutual Confcionſneſs to each other.. But will this 
Man conelnde, That where there is no Abſuraity, there 
is therefore no Difics/ty neither ? So that, that which re- 
moves one, muſt needs remove the other too? Tr ts 
ftrange to me, That any one who pretends toargue cloſc- 
ly, Phould phce- two words fo vaſtly different up- 
on the fame level. | But again, in Page 82. line 3o. 
he tells us, That rhis gives ar inteliigtble account of 


exe of the moſt difficnit Problems im aff Schook-Divi- 


ity, Viz. That the whote | Trinity i not greater than 


Animadverſions, GC. : 


neſt, the Notion of one firſt Cauſe of 
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that Maxime of the Schools, That all the Operations of the 
Trinity, ad extra, are common #0 all the Three Perſons. $0 
that by this time we ſex here all rings relating 'to the 
Trinity, made plaiu, exfie , and extelligible ; and that, 
ſince this Man has ſhewed his skill upon it, all knots and 
difficulties are wholly cleared off ; ſo that now none are 
to be found, though a Man ſhould beat his Brains as much 
to find 'them, as Divines did heretofore to ſolve them. 
And therefore well may he magatfe the Exploits of fuch 
a Trumphant Hy 1s,as he does, firſt in his Preface, 
Page 1. ine 13.(which though it bealways placed firſt in 
Books, yet is generally written laſt) Having told ns, 


That his Original Deſign was to vindicate the Doctrines of 
the Trinity, and Incarnation, from thoſe pretended Abſurdi- | 


ties, and Contradiftions which were ſs confidently charged on 
them :' He adds theſe words, This (fays he) I am ſare 1 
have aowe for I have given a wery eaſie and intelligible No- 
tioxn. of. a Trinity in Unity. - It he has, *tis well. But 
(how great foever the aſſurance is, which he utters this 
with, as he had always & very great ſtock of it) I dare 
aver, Thathe has here faid -more of himſelf, than an 

Divine of Note, ſince Chriftianity came inte-the World, 


_ ever durſt fay, He wzs ſure of, before. But as high as 


this ſounds, in Page 85. {ze 27. he raiſes his Voice ſome- 
thing higher, or at leaſt 1s more particular in the Enco- 
miums he beſtows upon this his Performance in theſe 
words : Thus (lays he) I have-endeavonred to explain 
this great and venerable Myſtery of « Trinity in Unity. And 
this I may ſay, That 1 have given not only 4 very poſſible, 
41d a very imtelligible Notion of #, but ſuch alſo, as is very 
agreeable to the Phraſe, and Expreſſions of Scripture, ſuch xs 
preſerves the Majefty.of the Article, and ſolves all the "diffi- 
D | 


2 calties 
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hiv 14s, 4 rota (fays he) geves ns Ars of 
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culties of is. By which account, as we ſee that our Au- 
thor is not wanting to the Commendation of his own 
Hypotheſis (as it is pitty but Se/f-Conſciouſneſs, and m_ 
Commendation ſhould go together) fo we ſee alſo, that he 
does it upon three diſtinct Heads, or Topicks, which, 
therefore, by his good leave, we will as diſtintly conſi- 
der. | 

And Firſt, for it's being ſo agreeable to the Phraſe and 
Expreſſions of Scripture, T hope amongſt theſe, ſome conſi- 
deration ought to be had of ſuch Texts of Scripture , As 
that forementioned one in the x Corzzth. 13. 12. Where 


| (v0 doubt, with reference to the Myſteries of the Go- 


pel, of which this is one of the chief ) we are ſaid to ſee 
but as through a glaſs darkly, and to know but in part, &e. 
neither of which, can I perſwade my ſelf to think, is 
another Expreſſion for knowing 4 thing plainly, eaſily, 


on! 
" _ intelligibly, and without any difficulty. The like may 


be ſaid of that place in 1 Pex. 1. 12. where the Apoftle 
ſpeaking to the Saints, he-wrote to, of the things reported 
to them by. ſuch as had preached the Goſpel (amongſt 


. which,this Doctrine, doubtleſs, had it's place, or an equal 


difficulty at leaſt) he adds, That they were ſuch things as 
the Angels deſire to look into, The Greek word is aÞg- 
x4, whicls all Interpreters .lay a. peculiar weight 
and Emphaſis-upon ; as importing both the earneſt in- 
tention of the Inſpefor, and the difficulty of the obje& 
inſpe&ted, from the Poſture of ſuch as uſe-ro ſtoop down 
for the better diſcerning of fuch things .as cannot other- 
wiſe be well. perceived,. or look*d into. And now, is not 
this (think we) a moſt proper and fit poſture for ſuch as 


. view and look into things. very plain, obvious, and intel- 


Lgible ? And yet,I doubt not,but the. Angels, whoare ſaid 
to uſe it,could very eaſily give us the Philoſophy of Razz, 
Szow, and ce, of the Fires burning, and. the deſcent of 


S tones, 


es 
CuarertetkR |. 


Stones, gnd other heavy Bodies, which yet this Author will 
allow no Man of ſenſe and reaſon (without forfeiting the 
reputation of both) to preſume to give 4 Philoſophical 
Account of : Whereas, in the mean time, the Trinity is 
declared to be a very plain, eaſie, and intelligible Notion, 
even to-fuch Perſons as can give no-fuch Account of the 
other. And thus much for the Agreement of his Hypothe- 
fs. with the Phraſe and Expreſſions of Scripture.. 

Thenext head of its commendation 15, That it pre- 
ſerves the Majeſty of _—_—_—— Article (as he words it : 
But in much the ſame ſenſe, I ſuppoſe, as his Refuſing the 
Oath, preſerved the Majeſty of. King William, and his ta- 
king it, the Majeſty of K. James : But, that it preſerves 
# % as to have a ſingular virtue to encreaſe Mens Venera- 
tion of it , this I very much queſtion, and demur to : 
foraſmuch as that old Obſervation that Familiarity breeds 
Contempt, holds too frequently,. as-well as undeſervedly, 
no leſs mn Things.than in Perkins ; which we are more apt 
to venerate at a diſtance, than upon a clear, plain, and 
full knowledge of them.. I do not ſay, That Men 
ought to do thus ; but ſuch is the preſent ſtate of Na- 
ture, that. thus. they uſe-to do. And'it:is worth our 
marking ; That where a Man is {aid to know a thing 
perfectly, he. is ſaid: To be Maſter of it ; and Maſfterſhip 
| (onewould think) is not naturally apt tocreate in the 
mind,. any great awe for the thing,. it is thus Maſter of. 
But be. it, as it may ; this. I am ſure of, That. as the 
Scripture tells us, T hat things revealed belong to us, 10 the 
{lame Scripture tells us alſo, That there are ſecret things, 
which (by a kind of. ſacred encloſure) belong only to God, 
Deut. 29, 29. And till God ſhall think fit ro reveal to 
us the Nature of the Trinity, T, for my part, ſhall 
reckon it amongſt thoſe Secret things : And, accord 
wgly, with all the Pious ſubmiſſion of an humble 

Reaſon. 


Animadverſions, GC. 
Reaſon falling down before it , adore and admire it at a 
diſtance ; not doubting,but that for this very cauſe, That 
Men ſhould do fo,God in hisInfiniteWiſdom rhought fit 
to ſpread ſuch a Cloud and Val over it, And therefore I 
cannot but think;that thatManexprefſed the due meaſures 
of our behaviour to this, and the likeMyfteries,extremely 
well ; who being preſſed in the Schools with an Argu- 
ment from the Trinity, in oppoſition to the Queſtion held 
by him, gave it no other Anſwer but this : Magrfer, hoc 
Myfterinm Trinitatss ex quo argument aris, eff potiss flexts 
nibus ador andum , quim curioſa nimis indagine ventilan- 
aum. The Reſpondent who made this Reply, had the 
Repute of a Learned and Eloquent Man ; and I think 
this Reply repreſents him a very Pious, and Diſcreet 
one too. _ © 
And therefore, as for the third and laſt Topick, upon 
which our Author would recommend his Hypotheſis a- 
bout the Trinity, viz. . That it ſolves all the difficulties 4 
zf. TI fear, from what hath been laſt ſaid, that it wi 
ove as far from being a Commendation, gg it 1s from 
ing a Truth ; eſpecially when the Author himſelf, af- 
ter his ſaying ſo,in page 85. immediately adds, and that in 
the very next words, Pape 86. line 1, That there may be 
a great deal more in this Myſtery than we can fathom, 8c. 
But now, if our Author will in this manner utter one 
Aﬀertion, and immediately after it fubjoyn another 
which quite overthrows it, who can help this? For that 
4 preat deal more fhould remain in this Myſtery than we can 
fathom , or that there can be any thing unfathomable in 
that,in which there is nothing difficult; or that any thing can 
be drfficalt, after ſuch an Explication given of i, as ſotves 
all the difficulties of it (for that is his very word in Page 
_ 85. the laſt Line) T muſt freely confeſs, ſurpaſſes my 
Underſtanding, to conceive ; and God blefs his Under- 
ſanding, if it can. It 
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CHaPTER |. - 
It muſt be confefled mdeed (as F hinted before in my 
Preface) that in a ſhort Treatiſe lately Publiſhed by 
him, and entituled, An Apology for Writing againſt the 
Socinians, he ſeems to deny. the Notion of @ Trinity to be 
comprehenſible and eafie, Page 15. telling us, © That there 
&. roaff be infinite degrees of knowledge, where the Objedt is 
« Infinite ; and that every new degree is wore perfect thay 
*& that below it : and yet no Creature car attain the higheſt 
&« degree of all, which is a perfect Comprebenfion ; fo that the 
© kuomledge of God may excreaſe every day, and Men may 
&« write plainer and plainer about theſe matters every day, 
<« without pretending to make all that is in God, even a Tri- 
« mity in Unity, comprehenſible and eaſie, whiclf he calls, 
< Spightful aud Sexudalous Imputation. By Which angry 
words tt is manifeſt, that he would fain rid hunfelf from 
thoſe Inconveniences which his former unwary, and ab- 
furd Afertions had involved him in, But by his favour, 
the Trath of the Charge {hall take off the Scandal from 
ſich as make it, whereſoever elſe it may fix it. For I 
have fully ſhewo, That in this his Yinajcation, &c. he 
has frequently : (and as clearly as words. can exprels a 
thing) afhrmed, a Trinity in Unity ta be a plain, eafie, tm- 
religible Notion :; W here, by Plain rauſt be underitood 
either x/#. fuch a P/zinzefs, as excludes all Doubts and 
Difficulties whatſoever : In which ſenſe alone a thing 
can be {aid to be fimply and abſolutely plain : And in this 
fence alfo it can admut of none, and much leſs of Infnre 


degrees of plainer and plainer ; fince that, which excludes 


doubts, certainly can exclude no more. Or 24, The 
word may be taken in a Lax, Popular, and Improper 
fenſe ; for that which is ſo P/azn, as to have-no conſide- 
rable doubt , or difficulty remaining about it.. But, 
now, the Notion which Men have of God, or of the 


4rinity, can never be truly {aid to be P/4iy, in either of 


theſe 
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Apology. 
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theſe Senſes, and therefore not at all. For in the 


firſt, to be ſure, it cannot : No, nor yet 1n the ſe- 
cond. For let Men know never ſo much of an b 


ject, yet if there remains more of that Obje&t actually . 


unknown, than either-is, or can be known of it,” ſuc 
a knowledge can never render, or denominate the No- 
tion of that Obje& (even in the common ſenſe of the 
word) Plain, And fo, I hope, our Author will allow 
it to be in the k»owledge, Men have of God, and he 
Bleſſed Trinity. And, whereas he lays no ſmall ftreſs 
uponthis, That Men may write plainer and plainer of my 
matters every day: T muſt here remind him, That the 
word Plainer in the Comparative Degree does not couch 
under it the poſitive ſignification of Plain , but denotes 
only a leſs degree of difficulty, and ſignifies no more 
than, That a Thing, or Notion, is not quite ſo difficult, 
or obſcure, as it was before; which it may very well 
not be, and yet be far from being Plazz, 1n either of the 
two foregoing ſenſes, laid down by us. And there- 
fore, though we ſhould admit, That Mex might write 
plainer and plainer of the Trinity every day ; yet T affirm 
notwithſtanding, that the Notion of a Trinity in Unity, 
can in no ſenſe be truly faid to be plain and eaſie, and 
much leſs, very plain and eaſie, asthis Author has expreſly 
affirmed it, So thar if this be a Scandalous Impatation, it 
is eafie to judge, to whom the Scandal of it muſt belong. 
But beſides all this, T {ce no cauſe to grant this Au- 
thor that, which he ſo freely takes for granted, (for T 
think it very queſtionable) viz. That Men may write 
plainer and plainer of the Trinity every day. For, 1o far as 
the Writersof the Church have inforraed us about this 
great Myſtery, the Catholick Church for above theſe 
1200, Years paſt, has not only had, and held the ſame 
Notion of a Trinity, but has alſo exprefled it in the fame 
| | way 
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way and words, with the Church at this very day. And 
for ſo much of this Myſtery, as Divines could give no 
Account of then, neither have they given any clearer 
Account of it ever ſince ; nor has the Church hitherto 
advanced one ſtep further in this Subje& : which is an 


25 


evident demonſtration, that it has already proceeded as * 


far init,as the Reaſon of Man could,or can go. And as for 
any further Diſcoveries of it, which this Author pretends 
to from two Phantaſtick words, found out by himſelf, it 
will not be long, before they ſhall be throughly weighed in 
the Balance, and found as inconſiderable as the Duſt of it. 

But there is one thing more, which I muſt not paſs o- 
ver; andit is this : That in the Paſſage, I tranſcribed 
from him, he lays down that for a certain Principle, 
which is indeed an Intolerable Abſurdity, viz. That 
where the Objeit is infinite, there muſt be infinite degrees of 
knowledge. Now it is moſt true, 'That nothing but If- 
nite knowledge can adequately comprehen an infinite Object. 
For which reaſon, God alone can comprehend himſelf, 
and he does it by one ſimple, indiviſible a, uncapable 
of Parts, or Degrees. But as for Degrees of any fort, 
whether of k»owledge, or any thing elſe, nothing but a 
Finite Being is capable of them ; and therefore for this 
Man to aſſert infinite degrees of knowledge, when Uncrea- 
ted knowledge is uncapable of Degrees, and Created 
knowledge uncapable of Infinite Degrees, is a grols thick 
piece of Ignorance, in the firit, and commoneſt Rudi- 
ments of Philoſophy. 

But to return to his Abſurdities about the plazzeſs, 
and __ of the Notion of a Trinity in Unity, and there- 
in to be as ſhort with him as I can, I ſhall only demand 
of him, Whether he does in this Apology retraQt and re- 
nounce all that in his Yizdication he has Aſſerted quite 
contrary to what he has. fince delivered in his Apology. 
£ | E [l 


Animadverſions, &C. 
Tf he does, let him declare ſo much,and T have done ; but 
rill then, no regard atall ought to be had to his Apology ; 
as ſerving for nothing elſe, but ro ſhew, That according 
to his accuſtomed way, and known Charatter, he has 
denyed ſome things in one of his Books, which he had 
poſitively, and expreſly affirmed in another; and conſe- 
quently proving, That the Apology which denies a Trinity in 
Unity to be comprehenſible and eaſie, and the Vindication, 
which forty times over affirms it to be you and eaſie ; nay, 
very plain and eaſie, ought to paſs for the genuine, un- 
doubted Works of this Author, though they had never 
born his Name. 

Wherefore upon the Reſult of all, what ſhall we, or 
what can we ſay to the fore-cited Particulars, which 
with ſo much poſitiveneſs over and over aſſert the 
plaineſs, and intelligibility of the Notion of a Trinity ! 
.. Which yet has hitherto amazedand nonplus'd the whole 
Chriſtian Church. For if it be really fo plain und intel- 
lgible, as this Author tells us, it muſt to my Apprehenſi- 
on unavoidably follow, either that a Myſtery « 4 very 
plain intelligible Notion, or that the Trinity i no Myſtery. 
T ſhall cos preſume to take this Author's beloved 
word out of his Mouth, and cry ar mat and Contradi- 
&ion. But certainly if the Trinity be a Myſtery, and a 
Myſtery in the nature of it imports ſomething hidden, ab- 
ftruſe, and by bare reaſon not to be underſtood ; then to ſay, 
we may have a plain, as well as an intelligible Notion of it ; 
nay, plain even to 4 demonſtration ; this, to ſay no more, is 
as like a ContradiQion, as ever it can look. 
- But really our Author has ſhewn himſelf very kind 
and communicative to the World : For as in the begin- 
ning of his Book he has vouchſafed to inſtrutt us how 
to judge of Contradi#ions ; fo in the Progreſs of his 


Work he has condeſcended to teach us (if we will but 
learn) 
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CHAPTER I. 
learn) how to ſpeak and write Contradiitions too. There 


remains therefore only one favour more, v/z. That he 
would vouchſafe to teach us how to reconcile them alſo. 


* ForJ, for my own part, think it every whit as hard a 


task to reconale ContradiEtions, as to reconcile Prote- 
ſtants ; and, I hope, much harder. And yet thus latter 


* 


he has endeavoured to prove in a certain Book, wrote a,gyer to 
by him in the Year 1685, a thing not to be done. But the Prote- 


whether it can, or no, Iam ſure, he has hardly publiſh- 
ed any Book ſince, but what manifeſtly proves, That there 
15 great need of ſome Recorciler to do the other. 

But why do I ſpeak of reconciling Contradictions ? It 
would bea very troubleſome work, 1f it could be done; 
and a very uncomfortable one, when it could not : And 
therefore our Author (to give him his due) has attemp- 
ted a much ſurer, and more compendious way of clear- 
ing himſelf of this imputation, than ſuch a long and te- 
dious way of reconciling inconſiſtent Propoſitions, could 
poſſibly have been. . For having Aſſerted, That we can 
rot juſtly charge a Contradiftion, where we cannot compre- 
hend the Nature of the thing ſaid to be contraditted; and 
that, in the next place, there is nothing in the World 
(which he knoweth of ) the Nature of which we can throughty 
underſtand, or comprehend : I hope it follows, 'That,where 
nothing can or ought to be contradicted, none can be 
guilty, of a: Contradiftion. And this, I ſuppoſe, none 
will deny to be an Expedient, every way anſwerable, 
and equal to our Author's Occaſions : For otherwiſe I 
cannot ſee what can ſtand between him and the charge 
of many Scurvy, Contradictory Aſertions ; but that 
which effectually prove, and make out to us, That 
indeed there neither is, nor can be any ſuch thing as a Con- 
tradition. 
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CUNT IL 
Containing an Account of ſeugral Terms, commonl 
made of in er nr the Divine ri 
and Perſons ; and particularly ſhewing the Pro- 
priety of applying the Words, Eſſence, Subſtance, 
| Nature, Infinity, and the like, to this great 
. Subjeft ; and laſtly proving this Author's Ex- 
, Ceptions againſt the uſe of them. about the ſame, 
alſe, groundleſs, and impertinent. | 


UR Author ſeems ſo defirous -to advance nothin 
upon this ſublime Subje, but what ſhall be per- 
ly new, that in order to the making way for his par- 
ticular Novelties, he Quarrels with almoſt all the old 
words, which Divines, in their Difcourſes about the 
Divine Nature, and Perſons, were heretofore accuſtomed 
to make uſe of, He can by no means approve of the 
words Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, Subſiftence, and ſuch 
like ; as reckoning them the Cauſes of all the Difficulties, 
and ſeeming Abſurdities, that are apt to perplex Mens 
minds in their Speculations of the Deity, and the *Trini- 
ty, 4 SetF. p. 68, 69, 70. and therefore they muſt be laid 
afide, and made to give way to other Terms, which he 
judges properer, and more accommodate to thoſe 'Theo- 
ries. To which purpoſe, though our Author has fixed 
upon two purely of his own Invention, (which are ” - 
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ſuch wonderful feats upon this SubjeQ, as in all paſt Ages 
were never yet ſeen nor heard of before, and which I 
therefore ive in due place to be conſidered of parti- 
cularly by themſelves) yet at preſent the Author ſeems 
moſt concerned to remove, and caſhier the fore-mentio- 
ned uſeleſs, cumberſome words, and to ſubſtitute ſome 
better, and more uſeful, in their room : Such as Eternal 
T ruth and Wiſdom, Goodneſs and Power, Mind and Spirit, 
8&c. which being once admitted, and applyed to all Di- 
ſputes about the Divine Nature (and an AG of Excluſion 
paſt upon the other) the bs will become preſently 
{mooth and open before us, and all things relating to the 
Myſtery of the Trinity (according to our Author's own 
excellent words) be made very plain, eafte, and intelligt- 
ble. Nevertheleſs, as I may ſo ſpeak (to borrow ano- 
ther of qur Author's Elegancies) /et not him that putteth 
on his Armour boaſt as he that putteth it off. A great Pro- 
miſſor, with a great Hiatus, being much better at raiſing 
an expetQtation, than at anſwering it. And hitherto I 
can ſee nothing but words, and vapour : Though after 
all, it is Performance, and the ifſue of things alone that 
mult ſhew the ſtrength and reaſon of the biggeſt Pre- 
Fences. " 

Now for the clearer, and more diſtin diſcuſſion of 
the matter in hand,T ſhall endeavour todo theſe 4 things. 


T. I ſhall ſhew, That the ground upon which this 
Author excepts againſt the uſe of the Terms, Nature, 
Eſſence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, &C. in this Subjett, is falſe 
and miſtaken. | | 

IT. I ſhall ſhew, That the fame Difficulties ariſe from 
the Terms, Truth, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Power, &c. uſed 
for the Explication of the Divine Being, that are objeQ- 
ed againſt Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, and the like, 


IH. 
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TIT. I ſhall ſhew, That theſe Terms do better, and 
more naturally explayn the Deity, or Divine Being, than 
thoſe other of Truth, Wiſdom, Gopdneſs, &c, And, 
TV. And Laſtly, I ſhall ſhew, That the Difficulty 
of our Conceiving rightly of the Deity, and the Divine 
Perſons, does really proceed from other Cauſes. 


Theſe four things, I fay, I will give ſome brief Ac- 
count of. | 

But becauſe the Subjet, I am about to engage in, is 
of that Nature, -that moſt ofthe Metaphyſical, and Schoo!l- 
Terms, hitherto made uſe of by Divines upon this occa- 
ſion, will naturally, and neceſſarily fall in with it, I 
think it will contribute not a little to our more perſpicu- 
ous proceeding in this Diſpute, to ſtate the Import and 
Signification of theſe Terms, Eſſence, Subſtance, Exiſtence, 
Sub iſkence, Nature and Perſonality, with ſuch others, as 


will, of courſe, come in ourway, while we are treating 
_ of, and explaining theſe. And here, firſt of all, ac- 


cording to the old Peripatetick Philoſophy, which, for 
ought I ſee, (as to the main Body of it at leaſt) has 
ſtood it's ground hitherto againſt all Aſſaults : I look u 


on the Diviſion of Ezs, or Being (a ſummary word for - 


all things) into Szbſtarce and Accident, as the Primary, 
and moſt Comprehenſive (as we hinred .before-in our 
firſt Chapter.) Bur that I may fix the ſenſe and ſignifi- 
cation of theſe Terms, all along as I go, by giving them 
their reſpe&ive Definitions, or at leaſt Deſcriptions, 
where the former cannot be had, TI look upon Es, or 
Being, to be truly and well defined, That which is; tho, 
I muſt confeſs, it is not ſo much a perfeQt' Definition, as 
a Notation of the word from the __—_ Verb eff. For 
to define it by the Term Eſſence, by ſaying, That Ems, or 
Being, is that which has an Eſſence, though it be a true 

| | | | Propoſi- 
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| Propoſition, yet I believe it not ſo exatly proper a Defi- 
nition ; ſince- the Terms of a Definition ought to 


 berather more known than the thing defined : Which 


in the fore-mentioned Caſe is otherwiſe. As for Sub- 
ance, \I define that to be a Being not inhering in another ; 
that is to ſay, ſoexiſting by.it ſelf, as not to be ſubjected 
in it, or ſupported, this way, by it. Acciderr, I define, 
a Being inherent in another, as in a Subject ſupporting it, 
and without which it cannot exiſt, or ſupport it ſelf. 
Which Diviſion being made by Terms contradiQtory, 
viz. Inhering in another, and not inhering in another, mutt 
fally comprehen- 

ſiveof the whole that is divided thereby. 

But now, beſides theſe two Terms of Szbſtance and 
Accident, there is another aſſigned by Logicians, Meta- 
phyſicians, and. School-men, called, a Mode of Being, 
viz, ſucha thing, as being added to another, does not 
make any addition of another Being, or degree of Being 
to it, but only reſtrains, and determines it ; and may be 
defined an Aﬀection of a thing, or Being, by which the 
Nature of it, otherwiſe indeterminate and indifferent, is 
determined to- ſome certain reſpet, ſtate, or condition. 
Thus, whereas the Nature of a thing may be confider- 
edeither as yer in it's Cauſes, or as actually produced, 
and exiſting out of them, either of theſe is a Mode of 
that Nature; the firſt rendring- it only Potential, the 
other Aual: Nor is this a meer Erxs Rationis, foraſmuch 


* as it affefts the Being of a thing antecedently to any O- 


peration of the mind paſſing upon it. And the Reaſon 
—_— by ſome Logicians for the atlowing and aſſerting 
theſe Modes, 1s this : That ſome things muſt neceſſarily 
be admitted to belong to Being, which are not Reings 
themſelves, to prevent an Infinite progreſs in Beings. For 


ſince every thing is capable of being detined, or _ 
3 


—_—-.. 


perhaps it will 


- 


, . when ſeveral thi 


bed, -andyet not 


per:Receptacles of things 


or other, diſtin from it 


another 


abſard : 


to any more Beizgs. But 
here ſaid, if theſe Modes are not ſo ma- 
ny meer *Nothings, or Extia Rationis, what order, or 
rank ſhall they be placed in? Since thoſe ten heads of 
Being, which we call Predicaments, cannot ſeem the pro- 
, which we own not to be pro- 
perly, or formally, Beings. I Anſwer. That though 
they are not Beings, properly fo called, and ſo not direCt- 
ly, and upon their own Account, placeable under any of 
the Ten fore-mentioned Heads of Being ; yet ſince the 
are Appendages of Being, as cleaving to it, and depend- 
ing upon it, they are accounted under, and reduced 
to thoſe reſpettive Heads, or genera of Being, to which 
the Beings modified by them, do directly belong. Now 
the Nature of theſe Moas being thus accounted for, we 
are, in the next place, to take notice of the difference 
reſulting from them, which we call Modal; and that is 
either between two, or more, ſuch Modes difteri 
one another ; as the Perſonalities belonging to ſeveral 
Perſons, differ amongſt themſelves ; or whena thing, or 

Being, differs from the Mode affeCting, it ; or Laſtly, 

s thus modified, or affetted, do by 

vertue of thoſe Modes differ from one another ; and thus 

the Perſons in the Blefſed Trinity may be faid to differ a- 

monegſt themſelves. = 
EL I pto- 


from 
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bing can be defined merely by it ſelf, 
(an Identical Propoſition being no Definition): it muſt 
needs be defined by ſome thing 
ſelf ; but now if that be alſo a Beizg, then that likewiſe 
muſt be defined by another Being, and that b 
and ſo on i :nfinutum ; *which would: be! n 

whereas, if this definition, or deſcription of a thing. be 
made by ſome Mods of it, which is not ſtrictly and pro- 
perly a Bezzg it ſelf, the thing preſently ſtops here, with- 
out any neceflity of proceedi 
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I proceed now to thoſe other Terms of Eſſence, Ex+ 
ftence, Nature, S avs, and Perſonality. And firſt 
for Eſſence : as Iſhewed, that Exs, or Being, might be 
truly defined, That which s ; ſo 'Eſſemce may be 
as truly and properly defined, That by which a thing is what 
its; thatis to ſay, by which it is Conſtituted in ſuch a 
kind, -or order of Being : And this difterence I take to be 
founded in:the-:different ground, upon which we conceive 
of the ſame thing. Accordingly the Eſſexce of a thing, 
no leſs than the thing it felf, 'may-be conſidered, either 
as yet in the Power of its Cauſes, and only producible by 
them, or as a#aally exiſting, and produced by them. By 
which we'ſee, 'that an Eſſexce, as ſuch, may be indiffe- 
rent to exift, or-not exiſt-; and that from hence ſprings 
the difference between Efſexce and Exiſtence. There is 
indeed a Reality aſcribed to it, even without Exiſtence : 
But that is not properly a reality in the thing it ſelf, bur 
partly in reſpett of the power of its Cauſes enabling 
them to-produce it ; and partly, becauſe it is properly 
the Subject of Sciexce, and capable of having true Pro- 
poſitions formed of it, -and Demonſtrations\ built upon 
it : As we may form as true Propoſitions of a Roſe in 
Winter, and demonſtrate all the Properties of it, as of 
their proper Subje&t, by their proper reſpeCtive Princt- 
ples, as well, as while it 1s actually flouriſhing upon the 
Tree. And this 1s all the reality which I think can be 
aſcribed to Eſſexce, 'in its ſeparation from Exiftence. As 
for Exiſtence it ſelf, it may be defined, that Mode, or 
Aﬀedction of Being, 'by which 2 thing ſtands attually produ- 
ced out of the power of its Cauſes; or, at leaſt, not aCtual- 
ly included in any Cauſe ; in which ſenſe God himſelf 
aoes exiſt, From whence it appears, That in Created 
Beings, Eſſexce bears no ſuch necefſlary Connexion with 
Exiſtence, fince it is :not neceſarily.included in the 'Na- 
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ture of any finite Being, that it muſt needs be produced, 
or aQtually Exiſt, But it muſt be confeſſed, That E'x;- 
fence being a perfeftion, and, in God eſpecially, a very 
great one, muſt of neceſlity be included in his very E/- 
ſence, as containing in it (formally, or eminently) all 
ſorts, or degrees of perfettion. The next Term:1s Sub- 


fiftence, which is a Mode of Being, by which a thing ex-. 


its by it ſelf, without exiſting 1n another, either as a 
part in the-whole, or.an Adjuni# wn the Sabjett.. ' T fay 
an Adjunct, not an Accident, for a Subſtance may be an 
AdjunQt. And, I think, if we would aflign a way, -by 


which the humane Nature of Chriſt exiſts in the Perſon 


of the azy@-, we ſhall hardly find out a fitter, than 
to ſay, That it exiſts in it, as an AdjunCtin the Subje&t. 
For it is certain, That it does not exift in it, as a partin 
the whole ; ſince by this means, the ſecond Perſon in the 
Trinity, muſt, till his Incarnation, have wanted one 
part of his Perſon. But I ſhalt not be poſitive in the Ap- 
plication of this Term here, Inthe mean time it muſt 
be obſerved, That Eſſence and Sabſpſtence really differ,(lo far 


as a Modal difference is reduced to a Real) not only in. 
Created Beings, but alſo in Uncreate. In Created, it is 


evident ; foraſmuch as a part divided from the -whole, 
loſes the Subſiſtence which it had from thence; but Rill 


continues its Exiſtence, as being fill a Subſtance attu-- 


ally ſubſiſting by it ſelf, and not1nhering m any Subject, 


as Accidents do, Nor is it leſs evident in the Deity it - 
{elf, and the Divine Perſons belonging to it. For one: 
and the ſame-undivided Ex:ftence, as well as one and the- 


lame Efſexce or Nature belongs to. ail-the three Perſons 


equally, whereas yet every Perſon has his own proper 
diſtinct Subſiftence by himſelf ; which muſt make as great- 
a difference between Exiſtence: and Subſiſtence, as that- 
which unites ſeveral Perſons into one Nature, . and => 

WICH: 


5 
4 
4 
F 
y 


CruaPrTte R II. 
which perſonally diſtinguiſhes them from one another. 
poly ating 


And then alſo for Chriſt's Perſon, with reference to his 
humanity ; though this ſ#bſi/fs by the Subſiſtence of the 
a3y@-yet it do's not properly /ubſift by the Exiſtence of it, 
({ince every diftinet Nature mult have its own diftinct 
Exiſtence) which ſhews, That even in the Oeconomy of 
this Divine Perſon, Exiftence and Swbſiſtence muſt be con- 
ſidered as formally difterent ; ſince ſomething, we lee, 
may relate to, and be affirmed of one, which cannot be 
affirmed of, or bear the ſame relation to the other. Now, 
whatſoever Being, or Nature, this Mode of Subſiſtence 
does belong to, that 1s properly called a Szppoſitum ; as 
being & thing, which by no means exiſts in any other, 
but as a Baſis, or foundation, ſupports ſuch things, or 
Beings, as exiſt in it; from which allo it receives its 
Name of vqizzpÞvoy. And the Conſequence of this is, 
That as S»bſiftence makes a thing, or Being, a Suppoſitum: ; 
ſo ſuppoſitality makes it :ncommunicable ; | that which 
makes it uncapable of exiſting in another, muſt alſo hin- 
der it from being Communicated to another. And ano- 
ther Conſequence of the ſame is, "That every Suppoſiram, 
or Being, thus Subſiſting by it ſelf, is a compleat Being ; 
that is, ſuch an one as 15 not made for the Completion of 
any other : For whatſoever is 10, muſt naturally exiftin it, 
as a part does in the whole, or at leaſt be originally de- 


ſigned ſo todo. This Account being given of Subſitence, - 


and of a Swppoſitars, which is Conſtituted ſuch by it, it, 
will be eaſe to givean Account alſo what a Perſoz1s ; 
which 1s properly defined Suppoſitmm Rationale,. or Intelli- 


gens. Sothat as a Suppoſitum is ſubftlantia ſingularis com- 


pleta per ſe ſubſiſtens ; ſo the Ratio Intelleftiva, being ad- 
ded to this, makes it a Perſoz, which is a farther perfeCti- 
on of Suppoſitality , and the utmoſt perfe&ion of Subſi- 
{tence, as Subfiftence and Suppoſitality is the utmoſt 
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Bound and Perfection of Exiſtence in all Beings not In- 


It it be here now asked: Whether Sub{/tence; or 
oſitality added to bare. Natare, does not make a Coms 
ion ?I Anſwer, That in Creared finite Perſons it-does, 
but not in Uncreated and Infinite : And the - reaſon is; 
Becauſe though all Compoſition implys Union; yet all 
Union, 1s not  therefore:a Compoſition, but ſomethi 
higher and tranſcendental ; fo that inthe Divine Perſons 
of the Trinity, the: Divine-Nature, and the- Perſonal 
Subſiſtence. coaleſce into one, by an Incomprehenſible, 
Ineffable kind of Union and Conjunttion. 
does not fatisfie, (as I think it rationally may) T muſt 
needs profeſs, That mf Thoughts and:'Words can-nei--- 
ther riſe higher, nor reach further. 

ing thus ſtated and fixed the ſignification of the 
fore-mentioned Terms, I cannot but remark theſe two - 


things of the Term, . or Word, . Eſſence. As, 


tity, or Being it ſelf. And 

2. That thoſe two other 'Terms,: Nature and © Form, 
are for the moſt part. uſed as 'Terms: equipellent, and of 
the ſame ſignification-with it : Natare being the: Eſſence 
of a thing conſidered as an AQtive, ProdudQtive Principle ; 
and Form being the Eſſence, or. Nature of athing, as it is 
the chief Principle, giving Being and PerfeCtion to it, in 
the way of Compolition. Nevertheleſs it is ſometimes 
alſo applyed to ſimple uncompounded Natures promiſcu- 
ouſly with the other. . Sa that we ſee.here, That Eſſexce,, 
Form,. and Nature, 
mally diſtin Confi 


j 


encrally taken, 


1. That it.is ſometimes. taken-not only for the Ratios 
formalis entis, but ſimply and abſolute 


And if this 
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which I thought fit to take notice of, to prevent all ca- 


vil,. or.miſtake about the.uſe of theſe. Terms. 
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T have now gone over, and ſeverally given an Account 
of the Notions of Being, Subſtance, Accident, Modes of 
Being, Eſſence, Form, Nature, Subſiſtence and Perſonality ; 
and hereby, I hope, laid ſome foundation for our clearer, 
and more intell:gible diſcourfing of the great Article we 
haveundertook to reſcue from a falſe Vindication : There 
being hardly any one of all the foregoing Terms, of 
which a clear and diſtin Notion is not highly requiſite 
to a clear, explicite, and diſtin&t conſideration of the 
Subje& now before us. Concerning which, IT think fit 
tonote this, 'Fhat (fo far as I can Judge) the thing now 
in diſpute-1s not, . whatfully and exaCtly expreſſes, or re- 
preſents the Nature of God ( for nothing can do that : ) 
But what is our beſt and moſt rational way of conceiving 
and ſpeaking of him, and ſubject: to feweſt Inconveni- 
ences ; and for this, we ſhall -debate-it, whether this 
Author, . or.-we take the beſt courſe. 

Thefe things being thus premiſed, and laid down, we 
ſhall now. reſume the four Heads firſt [propoſed to be 
ſpoken of- by, us, and Diſcourſe of © them: ſeverally : - 
And 
r. I ſhall ſhew; That the Ground upon which this 


Author excepts againſt. the uſe of the Terms Subſtance, 


Eſſence, Subſiſtence, &c, 1n«treating of this Subje&, is 
falſe, and miſtaken; His Exceptions againſt them we 
find in Page 68, 69, and 7o. of his Book. «The great 
« difficulty (lays he) of conceiving a Trinity of Perſons 
&.- 7 one Infinite and undivided Eſſence, or Subſtance, ariſes 
« from thoſe groſs and material Ideas, -we have of'' Eſſence 
< and Subſtance, .when we ſpeak of the Eſſence, or Subſtance 
«of Goa, or Created Spirits. We can form no Idea of Sub- - 
« ſtance,but what we have from matter ; that is ſomething 
«< extended in a triple dimenſion of length, breadth, and ' 
<<. depth, which i the Subjett of thoſe. Qualities, which ins + 


* here - 
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« here and [1 ff in it. And therefore, as matter is the 


« Subjett of all ſenſible Qualities, ſo we conceive ſome ſuch 


« Subitance of a Mind, or Spirit, which is the Subjett of 
& Will and Underitanding, Thoughts and Paſſions; and 


& then we find it impoſſible to conceive how there ſhould be 
&« three Divine Perſons, which are all Infinite without three 
« diitindt Infinite Subitances, each dittintt Infinite pi ey 


« having 4 aiitinit Infinite Sub#tance of his own: And if 


&« we grant this, it ſeems a plain Contradittion to fay, That 

&« theſe three diitintt Infinite Sub#tances are but one Nameri- 

& cal Infinite Subitance, &c. Thus far our Author : And 

T freely grant, That this does not only ſeems (as he ſays) 

but really is a Contradiition. And, before I have done 

with him, IT will prove to him alſo, That to ſay, That 
three diftinit Infinite Minds are but one Numerical Infinite 
Mind, (which ſhall be effectually laid at his Door) or, 
That three diitindt Infinite Minds, are not three diftin(# In- 
finite Sub#ances, or Eſſences, are as groſs, and palpable 
ContradiCtions-as the other. Bur he goes on in the ſame 
Page a little lower. © We kzow wothing (lays he): of rhe 
« Divine Eſſence, but that God is an Infinite Mind ; apd if 
« we ſeek for any other Eſſence, or Subitance in God, but an 
* Infinite Mina; that is, Infinite Wiſdom, Power, and 
« Gooaneſs, the Eſſence of God, though _— bat as 
&« one Numerical Perſon is as perfectly unintelligible to us, as 
« the one Numerical Eſſence, or Sabitanse of three Divine 
&« Perſons in the ever-bleſſed Trinity. In which words, I 
think this Author guilty of a double Abſurdity. One; 
That he ſuppoſes a Mind not to be an Eſſerce, or Sub- 
Hance ; and it is manifeſt, that he does ſo, ſince he finds 
fault with Sub#ance, and puts Mind inthe room of it : 
Whereas a Mznd is really a Sub#ance, or Nothing; not 
that there is zothixg in the World beſides Szbſtance, bur 
nothing elſe which 2 2d can be properly ſaid to __ 
1s 
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His other Abfurdity is,his ſuppoſing Mziz4,JViſdom,Power, 
and Goodzeſs, to be the ſame; whereas M:/dow and 
Goodpeſs, are not properly a Mind, but the AﬀeCtions, 
or Attributes of a Mzzd. And here let not our Author 
tell me, That they are all one and the ſame thing in God : 
For that is no News ; yet nevertheleſs, Mid, Wiſdom, 
Power, Goodneſs, &C. are formally diſtinEt from one ano- 
ther, and ſo not affirmable of one another: And in 
ſpeaking of things, the formal difterences of rhem mult 
ill beattended to : God's Ju#tce and his Mercy are one 
pure ſimple A& in Him; but he that ſays, His Ju#zce 1s 
his. Mercy, ſpeaks abſurdly for all that : And he who 
ſays, That a Mind is Wiſdom, or Goodyeſs, or Power, &C. 
ſpeaks juſt at the ſame rate. 
- Butagain in Page 70. © It is this groſs and material 
&« imagination (lays he) about the Eſſence and SubStance of 
&« the Deity, which occaſions all the difficulties about the No- 
« tion of one God, as well as of a Trinity in Unity. For 
&« we cannot imagine how any Sub#tance ſhould be without a 
« beginning, how it ſhould be preſent in all places without 
« parts a without extenſion, how Subitance, Eſſence, Ex< 
<« 7#ence, and all Divine Attributes and Powers (which are 
&« diitintt things in Created Spirits) ſhould be all the ſame 
« and one (imple Af in God, &c. From all which we 
are (according to this Author) to conclude, "That the 
Terms Sub#ance, Efſence, and Exiftence, ought to be 
laid aſide in all Diſcourſes of the Deity ; as ſerving for 
nothing but to cauſe in us thoſe falſe Notions of it. Nor 
are thoſe only excepted againſt, but alſo all Divine Atiri- 
bates aud Powers ; for in his laſt words (newly quoted) 
he equally joyns and puts them all-together. And what 
monſtrous work this muſt needs —_ in our Concepti- 
ons and Diſcourſes of God, ſhall, I hope, in the proceſs. 
of this Diſpute, be made to appear.. : 
jon 
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Animadverſwns, GC. 
In order to which, Ido here firſt of all in 6ppoſition to 


what this Author has Aſlerted about Sub#arce and Mat- 


ter, lay down this Propoſition, viz. That Subſtance in 
the proper Nature, and Notion of :it, includes no Com- 
munication with, or reſpect to Matter at all. 'And-this 
I prove to him.by.one plain Argument, before I proceed 
to any thing that is Metaphyſical, viz. That there was 
Subitance in the World before ever there was Matter; and 
therefore the Notion of the former does not eflentiall 

include in it the Notion of the latter : For, ſurely, if the 
Being of one might be without the Being of the other, the 
Notion of the one may be no leſs without the Notion-of 
the other too. Now that there was Subſtance in the 
World before Matter, I prove from this, That there 
was a Bein exifing' it .ſeff, inthe World, before Mat- 
ter, and therefore there was :Sabtarce :. For this is the 
very definition of Szbſtance, That it is a Being exiſting by 
it rw , and conſequently they muſt reciprocally infer one 
another, as the definition and the thing defined by it - al- 


ways do. And then, .that there was a Being thus ext- 


ſting by it ſelf, before Matter, is proved from hence, 
That there was a Being wlueh produced Matter, which 
-nothing but a Being exiſting by it ſelf could do. And 
-now I would fain know of -our Author, Whether we 


may not have a clear and diſtinct Conception of ſuch a 


Being, without ſo much as thinking of Matter. And if 
we may, (as I ſee nothing to hinder us) then it 1s falſe, 
that the Notion of Subſtance does neceſſarily engage our 
thoughts in, or confound them with:the Idea of Matter. 
Beſides, all the World does, and muſt allow, that we 
may have a full and perfe& Conception of a Germs, or 
Generical Nature of a thing, without conſidering any of 
its Species, And withall, that it is impoſſible, thatfuch a 
:Generical Nature ſhould include in it any one of the = 
C 
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 xifick Differences-of the things, which-it is Communica- 
ble to, and which are contained under it ; for if fo, then 
one pro would includein it the Specifick difference of 
the other oppoſite Species:;--foraſmuch . as: including in it 
the Generical Nature, it mult include all that is included 
in that Nature too : Which would: be infinitely abſurd. 
But now Subſtance is a Generical Nature, equally com- 
municable both ro Material and Immaterial Subſtances, 
as to two diſtin Species; and. ir ven in-its Pre- 
_ ciſe Conception, a. hoe of -Materiality: init; 
and for that.cauſe may be;conceived and known, and di- 
ſtinQly repreſented to our minds without it. Nay, and 
to ſhew her the difference between Szb/faxce, and 
Matter in the proper Notions of each, This Propoſition, 
Snbſtance. is not Matter, is certainly true ;.-true, I fay, 
particularly though not «niverſally;-that is, with reference 
to all thoſe Subſtances, the Nature of which excludes all 
Matter, as the Nature of Angels, and of the Souls of 
Men, confeſſedly does. But now, if the general Na- 
ture of Subſtance eſſentially implyed in it Matter, it 
could not be truly {aid of any one- particular Subſtance 
in the World, That it is uot Matter. Mr. Hobbs T know, 
makes Sabſtarce and Matter Commenſurate, or rather 
the ſame. But methinks, though ſome have lately wrote 
after him in his lewd Politicks,no Divine ſhould ventureto 
fall in with him in his Natural Philoſophy too, for fear of 
ſomecertain Conſequences, whuch, it is too well known, 
muſt follow from it. In-a word, the firſt thing to be 
conceived in'God, is, That he is 4 Being ; the next, That 
he is a Being exiſting by it ſelf”; that is, -in other words, 
He is a Su wo : And therefore, I hope, we may both 
form an Idea of Subſtance, and afterwards apply it to 
God, without plunging our ſelves into the groſs Imagi- 
| G Nations 
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nations of Matter, And {far doall other Divines, and 


Philoſophers differ from this Man, that they affirm the 
word Szbſtance much more properly, and really applica- 


ble to God, than to any-of the Creatures ; which certain- 
ly ir could never be,” if it implyed any ſuch effential cog- 
-nation to -Matter, either” in the Nature, or Notion 
of it. w \ 

It is evidenttherefore, That there is no neceſſity from 
the thing it ſelf -ro pſtifie:this Author*s BbjeRtion. And 
as for thoſe groſs and Material Imaginations'of Subſtance, - 
taken up and borrowed from Material Corporeal things, 
nothing can be inferred from thence to his purpoſe. For 
isit good arguing ro conclude, That becauſe a thing is 
aQuually thus or thus, it cannot poſſhbly be otherwiſe ? 
Do not-ſome forrn to theinſelves-groſs and abſurd Tmagi- 
nations of God-the Father,from that Expreſſion of the A; 
cient of Days,Dan.7.9.repreſenting Him totheirthoughts, 


as an Old Man fitting in Heaven ? Bur may not others 
therefore,who are wer, conceive more worthily of him, 
without laying afide' that” Screpture-exprefſion ? IF it 


bea good Argument- (as it 15' all our Author brings) 
that Terms,which may occaſion groſs and Material Tma- 
ginations inthe minds of Men, ought not to be applyed 
to God ; then T hope it is as much an Argtment in one 
thing as in another. And'accordingly T defire to know 
of him, Whether the Terms Begetrimg, and being begor, 
Father and Son, are not very fitty applyed to, and uſed 
about the Divine Perſons? And if 10; Whether they 
are not altogether as hard to be abſtrated from maretial 
Imaginations, 'as the Notions of Eſſence, or Subtante 
are, or rather, 'indeed; much harder ? T believe all 
thinking Men will. conclade they are. Nay, and T ſhall 
venture to tell him further, That theſe rwo'Words, -part- 
ty through their. Corporeal ſignification, 'and "ova 
>- throug 


7 CruartER IL. 
through the weakneſs of; Men's minds, have occaſioned 
moredifficulties-about-the/Notion of a:Deiry, and a Fri- 
nity toog than ever the words Efſeare, or Subſtance did, 
or pertaps-could-do-: And:yet, for all that, the Spirit of 
God-has thought fit to make vie: of them to expreſs 1o 
facretla Myſtery by. But this Man ſhould have remem- 
bred, That how groſs and Material foever the Repreſen- 
tations of things are, which our ſenſes firſt make to us, 
there is a Judicinm Corredtiuum wReaſon,as the ſuperiour 
faculty, which is to conſider and- ſeparate what is,groſs - 
and Material-ini them, fromwhat is otherwiſe, 7till at 
length by rejefting ſome: Notions, and retaining others, 
it inds-our ſomething even in the moſt Material things, 
which may truly, properly, and becomingly be apptyed 
to: the pureſt and moſt Immaterial. m—_ a fuller 
Account of this matter, we muſt obſerve; 'Fhat the Idea 
of Subſtance may be ſaid to be taken from Matter two 
WAYS. | 
: Remotely and Occaſionally; as the: Obſervation of 
Material Things may firit ſet Reaſonto work, which in 
the ſtrength of its own Drſcourſe may draw from thence 
the knowledge of Immaterials, as the Apoſtle tells us in 
Rom. x. 20, That the Inviſible things of God, from: the 
Creation, were clearly 'ſeerx and; underſtood from the things 
that are made. viz. Such viſible ſenſible Objects, as Men 
daily cofverſe with: nd if ſo, then' ſurely theſe do 
not -neceſlarily diſpoſe the: mind of Man to groſs and 
Manat, Imaginations of the things ſo apprehended 
it.. But | 

_ The Idea of Subſtance: may be ſaid to be taken 
from Matter immeazatelyand exemplarily, as when the T- 
magination'does, (as it were) tranſcribe and copy one 
from-the other, and take one for the repreſentation of 
the other ;; and this, I confeſs, muſt needs imprint a ve- 
G2 ry 
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ſs idea of Subſtance upon the I 
my be or ar all-thoſe- 


tion :And to 
wo; my and Material 
Ideas of Subſtance, which this Author ſo much exclaims 


againſt, But then, allthis is fromthe negle&t of the Per- 
ſon, ID his Reaſon to corrett -and: refine 
the firſt Sence, as it might/and ought to-have 
done ; if from hence weconclude' an utter Incapa-. 
city in the chi 1tſelf to be: improved-and heightened 
into Immaterial Repreſentations,: and thereupon to be 
conceived.and ſpoken of: agreeably- to them; we 'muſt- 
even expett a: Teacher Gobe' fat down fron: Heaven to, 
png rar wages rs ge,' or. we- muſt «ſhut up 

r Mouths, and pur up our Pens, and not ſpeak, 64 


_ of Divine matters at: 


And. therefore-whereas: this Author further adds, in 


Page 70. TM wa ey ine how «ny: ſubſtance ſhould 
be withoat a B it Preſent in- all 
places. I rell ues 15not the Point 3 in Controverſie, 


Whether we wan Peaerak it, or no ? But Itell him with- 
al, 'That- it is as cafie for-the-mind of Man to conceive: 
all this of Subſtaice,. as of 'any thing elſe whatſoever. 


For, hs _= Faqp-aow eres 


kn the- 
mean time, I can tell him,: That of- A ſhould 
ſeem le difficult to. imagineitIf> Eternal Exiſtence of 


Subſtance, than of* Truth ; fince Subftance i is in order of 


Nature before it.; as-:the Subject muſt needs be before 
that which affeQts it. Though in very deed; the.main- 
difficulty here, is not ſo much to find out which of thoſe 
PerfeQtions- may be-the moſt eaſily: conceivedito have: 
been without a Beginning, as itis to bring the mind to- 
a full and clear Conception, How any thing atall is-ſ6 2 
while it. finds it felf wor at.a loſs: —_ up its- 

thoughts. 
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thoughts ſtill higher and higher, without any bound or 
ſtint to determine'them: And this it is, and not the par- 
ticular Nature of Efſence, or Subſtance, that nonpluſles 
and confounds our Reaſon 1n theſe unlimited Speculati- 
ons. And. whereas he goes on in the next words, and 
tells us, 'That-we cannot imagine, How Szbftaxce, Exi- 
ſtence, and all the Divine Attributes! and Powers ſhould be 
all one and the ſame ſimple Att in God? T Anſwer, What 
if we cannot'? Muſt: —_— be applyed to God, but 
what ſhall let us -into' the full knowledge: of all thar'is- 
difficult and myſterious in the Divine Nature ?* Or will 
this Man fay, Thatithe' Application' of the: Terms Ef 
ſence and Subſtance to God, 1s the true cauſe and reaſon, 
why we.cannot apprehend, How Subſtance and Exiſtence, 
all the-Divine Attributes and Powers, are one and the 
ſame ſimple Aft in:God? For this is the thing'that he has 
been profeſſedly driving at; and therefore ought to prove. 
And beſides, aswhat he has here alledged, is nothing to 
his purpoſe,” without the. proof of that, ſo it is all ; vg 
a meer fallacy,. « fallacy of | the Accident : For albeit, we' 
cannot apprehend how all : theſe Attributes are: oneand* 
the fame {tmple Act in God, . yet furely it will not follow 
hence; that we-cannot-apprehend them ſingly and ſeve-- 
rally by themſelves, and as we ſo apprehend them, ap-- 
ly them p_—_ and fitly to God. And here T'cannot 
bu take notice of away'of Arguing uſual with this Au-- 
thor, as, [cannot conceive, and T cannot underſtand, \and I 
cannot imagine, &c. After which, as if he had laid down 
icrefragable Premiſes, he concludes,  'Fhat the thing ' it 
ſelf is not:to be concerved, underſtood, or imagined; But" 
for my; part, 'Imuſt be excuſed, that I cannot allow this- 
Man's fingle Judgment (or prejudice rather) for the u- - 
- niverſal. Standard, or meaſure: of - humane Reafon'; ;or 
that:ſuch a way of: diſcourſing. proves any thing but-the- 
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afluming humour-of him who uſes it ; ant ofie ſttange-- 


ly fallot Himſelf, inſtead of better things. ++ *- 
--In concluſion therefore, I do here afſert, That the 
groſs and Material Imaginations which Men form to 
themſelves of -Sub/tarce, proceed not from rhe thing it 
{c}f,- but from the groſſneſs and fault of the Perſons who 
take up theſe Imaginations.. And:-accordingly F affirm 
to-this Author, That thar Afertion of IuFin Page 69. 
That we can form no Idea of Subſtance, but what we have 
from Matter, is falſe, and manifeſtly proved to be fo. 
And moreover,  'That it i5/not only as poſbble, -but as ca- 
ſie to form inthe'mind,: aiconception of: a Subſtance, or 


Being Exifting byit {elf (which all one) as abſtraQed 


from, and ſtrip'd of all conception' of Matter and Cor- 
poreity, as it15 to: frame to our ſelves a conception of. 


Truth,' or \Wifdom, or of a Being eternally. True and : 


Wie, ſeparate from all tlioſe 'B $ Qualifications: And: 
conſequently that the word Subſtance, with others of the 
like import, may be moſt fitly and ſignificantly applyed 
to the Divine Nature and the Perſons of the-Holy Trum- 
ty,: which was the thing to be proved. 1 

But becaufe our Author avers, in Page:70. That if 


we conſider God as Truth and Wiſdom, which is his true Na- 


ture and: Eſſence, without confounding our mind. with ſome ma- 
terial conteptions off his Subſtance (as he had-already : af- 
firmed all conceptions of Subſtance muſt needs be) i :hex 
theſe things (viz;.the: Difficulties before-mentioned con- 


-cerning'out Apprehenſions of God) are all plarys and eafie, 


Where, by the-wiy it is'obſervable, 'That he calls Truth 


and: Wiſdew the trae Natureand Eſſence of God; whereas 
inthisvery Page, as well as: in 68; he had excepred a- 


gainſt the Term Eſſexte, no: leſs than thar'of Subtarce, 


as ,(by-reaſtn of the groſs Material Ideas raiſed by: it in 
themund) very unfit to be applyed to God... So happy 
- 1s 
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is this Author above other Men, that the can refifie the | 
moſt improper words and expreſſions barely by his own 
_ uſing them. 
© - But becauſe he is fo poſitive in making the Terms 
Truth 'and Wiſdom an effectual Remedy againſt all 
the Inconveniences alledged from the 'Terms Efſexce and 
Sabſtance, as applyed to the Deity, this brings us to 
our ſecond Propoſition, viz. 'That the ſame. ObjeQion 
lies againſt the Terms Truth, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, &Cc. as 
applicable to the Deity, that are made againſt Eſſexce, 
Subſtanch,” Exiftence, and the like. In order to the pro- 
ving of which, Ifhall obſerve, That Truth may be ta- 
ken in a three-fold ſenſe. | . 
. Firſt, For the truth of Propoſitions, which is called 
Logical. 
' - Secondly, For an Aﬀettion of Being, which is Truth 
Metaphyſical. - And | | 
| Thirdly and Laſtly, As it is a Qualification of Men's 
Words and Aftions, and confitts properly ian Agree- 
ment of the mind with borh. | 
Concerning all which 1 obferve, That the Truth of 
Propoſitions 1s no further eternal, than as it exifts in the 
mind -of God. * "That the Metaphyſical Truth of Things 
Js erernal, or-not-eternal, as the Being, or 'Thingiit be- 
longs to, 4s, or is not fo.. And'/for the Moral. Truth of 
Men's Words and Actions, it<is no more eternal than 
the faid Words and Actions, the proper Subject of them, . 
can befaidto'be.. This premiſed, I would here ask our 
Author, Whether-the- firft Notions we actually. enter- 
tain of Trath and Wiſdom, are not drawn from the Ob- 
ſervations we make of rheſe things in Men ; that is, in 
Beings ſenſible and Material, and conſifting of Body as 
well as Soul, and accordingly cloathed with ſenſible Ac- 


cidents and Circumftances? I cannot. imagine that = 
. Wl 
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will deny this, ſince we do -not ſpeak immediately, or 
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converſe viſibly. with God, or Angels ; and I ſuppoſe 
alſo, that he now ſpeaks of Trath, Wiſdom,  Good- 
zeſs, &c. notas they are exhibited to us in Books, or 
Propoſitions, but as they aQtually-exift and occurr in per- 
ſons, and conſequently as they are firſt apprehended by 


us in Concretion, or -Conjunction with Men ; that is, 


with Beings ſo Compounded, Qualified, and Circum- 
Nantiated, as above expreſſed , .and-as we find, {ce and 
obſerve them, . in Men's Words -and Actions, an -what 
they ſpeak, and what they do; and: theſe are*ertain| 
very ſenſible things, and ſuch as incurr into, and aft 
the ſence as mueh as Matter it ſelf can do. And if-ſo, I 


- defire to hear fome ſatisfattory Reaſon, Why the Ob- 


ſervation of Subſtarce in Material Beings, and our -firft 
7 on collection of it from thence, ſhould ſo neceſ- 
farily pervert,and cauſe ſuch a groſlineſs in our Concepti- 
ons of it, as to make it hardly (if at all) poſſible to con- 
ceive of og without. the groſs Conception | of 
Matter ; and yet that the ſame conſideration and. cauſe 
Thould-not equally: take _ in Trath and Wiſdom, and 

lly pervert and thicken our Apprehenſions of them, 


when they are equally drawn from fenſible, groſs, and 


Material Objects, v:z. the Words and Aftions of Men, 
which they both Exiſt in; -and Converſe about ?-- For I 
can ſee noground why the ſame Reaſon ſhould not in- 
fer the very ſame.thing, and-the ſame Antecedents draw 
(—__—_ the nar d Conſequents, N_ they are 
applyed to. - For the Argument 4 Quatenns ad omne, &Cc. 
ioCortinant.inkilible. th. VIEMES? 

If it be here faid, That Truth and W:/dom in the pro- 
per Notionand Conception of them, unply no Commus- / 
nication atall with Matter : I Anſwer, That as'the No-' 


_ -tion of them .is AbſtraQted, and gathered up by the 


Diſcourſes 
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Diſcourſes of Reaſon it does not ; but ſo neither does 
that of .Sub/axce, after ſuch an Act of the Mind has 
paſſed upon it. So that hitherto the Caſe is much the 
E ſamein both. , 
= Butto carry the 'matter a little further. Trath and 
E W:ſdom as obſerved in and amongſt Men, are certainly 
finite Things. For whatſoever exiſts in a finite Subject 
(whatſoever the Object be which it converſes abour, or 
is terminated upon) is certainly it ſelf finite alſo. And 
here I would have this Author tell me, Why a Notion 
drawn off, and borrowed from finite Things, ſhould 
not be as apt to perplex and-confound our Minds, when 
applyed to an Infinite Being;; as .a Notion abſtracted 
from a Material Being, can be to diſtratt and confound 
our Thoughts when applyed to an Immaterial ? TI muſt 
confeſs, I can ſee nothing alleageable for one, which may 
not be as ſtrongly alledged for the other. All that can 
be ſaid, is what has been menrioned already, viz. That 
4 Reaſon may,and does,extrat&t ſome Notions from a finite 
3 Being, that may be properly applicable to an Infinite, 
5 due allowance made for the diſproportion between both; 
and in like manner I affirm, Thar it can and does draw 
Notions from a thing endued with Matter, which may 
as well agree to Things Spiritual and Immaterial. So 
. that Icannot perceive, that Truth, Wiſdom, or Goodneſs, 
have upon this Account any Preheminence, or Advan- 
tage over Eſſence, Subitance, Exiftence, and the like 
Terms at all, but the one rfiay be applyed tothe Di- 
vine Nature as well and ——_ as the other. 

But this is not all; for I affirm jn the 3d Place, That E/- 
ſence,Subſtance, Nature,Exiſtence,and other Terms equipol- 
lent to Being, conſidered preciſely in and by themſelves, 
are naturally fitter to expreſs the Deity by, than thoſe o- 
ther Terms,Trath,Wiſdomand Grder/ command for by 
H our 
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our Author. 'This is our Third Propoſition ; and for 
the proof of it I firſt appeal to that high and glorious 
Account, which God himſelf gave of his own Nature, 
when Moſes deſired to be informed of it, viz. I avs that 
T a, Exod. 3.14. In which he deſcribes himſelf only 
from his Being and Sabſtarce, which” indeed rendered 
him more eminently, and even more ſubſtantially, and 
truly « Being or Subſtance, than all other Beings, or Sub- 
ſtances whatſoever, \which, in compariſon of him, can 
hardly be ſo much as {aid to Exit, or Be. And I amper- 
ſwaded, that God knew his own Name and Nature, 
and withal, how to give the beſt and moſt proper De- 
claration of Both, as well as the Author of Self-Conſci- 
ouſneſs,and Mutual-C _—_— does or can pretend to do. 
indeed this ſeems to have been the very CharaQter 
by which God would be then known to all the World, 
viz, All the Rational part of the Creation ; for it was 
ſent to his People, then living under, and with a Hea- 
then Prince, to anſwer them and him even in thoſe No- 
tions of a God, which meer Nature ſuggeſted to all 
Mankind ; and conſequently were fo known and recei- 
ved by them, that they could not eaſily queſtion, or de- 
ny them. For otherwiſe we know God addreſſed him- 
{elf ro the ſame People afterwards in a CharaQter ex- 
treamly different, and more peculiar, viz, A God  Mey- 
ciful and Gracious, Long-ſuffering, abundant in Goodneſs 
and Truth, and pardoning Intquity, Tranſgreſſion, and Sin, 
Exod. 34. 6, 7. Which, it ſeems, was the Opening a 
Particular Attribute to them, which the bare Account 
of his Being (as known as it was) could not ſufficiently 
inform the World of beſbre. 
But to proceed to other Conſiderations, vaſtly 
indeed inferiour to this, but yet of ſingular uſe in their 


degree, to dire& our Speculations about theſe _—_ 


CHAPTER IL. 
T have ſome other Things to offer in behalf of the Pro- 
poſition laid down by us. 

As Firſt, That all Divines hitherto have looked upon, 
and profeſſedly treated of the Divine Natare and Atzri- 
butes, as different and diftin& from one another ; till 
_— the firft as the Sabjed, and the other as the 
Adjunits of it ; or, at leaſt, as Analogous to theſe Terms 
4 as they ftand properly applyed to other Things. Ac- 
y cording to which Notion, as the Szbje#, or that which 
p is Analogous to it, naturally both precedes and ſupports 

the Adjenits; ſoall Notions importing the Divine Na- 
ture, Being, or Subftaxce, are to be accounted as the Sub- 
jee?, in reſpe&@ of all God's other Attributes, or Perfe- 
Qtions, whether they be Truth, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Power, 
Eternity, Omniſcience, or vy other whatſoever. Which 
being fo, I do GI hat the Terms Efjence Subs © 
ance, Exiſtence, and others Synomymous to'them, ought 
j- have i Precedence of = other Divine PerſeQions, 
- commonly called Arrributes,in their Application to God, 
and that upon a three-fold Account, vzz. 


: 1. Of Priority. 
I 2. Of Simplicity. > 
3. Of Comprehenſrveneſs. Of each of which ſeverally. 


3. For that of Priority. As we have alrcady ob- 
ſerved. That the firft thing in order of Nature Con- 

# Ccivable of God, is, That he is a Beizg ; and rhe n<:t to it, 
That he is a Being exiſting by it ſe/f,or (in another word)s 
Sab#tance ; fo the ſame is yet further evidenc<i from this; 

, Fhar the Notion of Being, or Subſtance, is that, which 
fully anfwers and determines the laſt Queſtion and En- 
quirys which can be made concerning God. For if we 
eſcribe his Nature by any particular Attribute, or Per- 

| » H 2 fection, 
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feCtion, and be thereupon asked, What that is *? And has 
ving given an Anſwer to that Queſtion; be afterwards 
urged with another, and perhaps another ; and accord- 
ingly, after an Anſwer given to thoſe alſo, the 
be ſtill continued, wr at bi —_ That God is 
a Being ;: a Being exiſti i ſelf, that is, a Sub#ance. 
Then et muſt F mocelllty ſtop, 4A can go no further ; 
which makes it evident even to a Demonſtration, That: 
this is the firſt and Original Notion which we have, or 
can have of God. Foraſmuch- as that which anſwers 
the laſt Enquiry, or Queſtion,naturally made concerning 
any thing, 1s certainly the firſt Thing into which .the 
Being, or Reaſon of: that Thing is reſolved; And thus 
much for Priority. 

Paſs we now to the Second Thing, which is the Sim- 
plicity of theſe Terms. For Primum in omni genere ſim- 
pliciſſmum. So that when we ſay, God is a Being exiſt- 
ing by it ſelf; viz. A Sub#ance ; this includes in it no 
relpeCt to, and much leſs any: Conjunttion with any 0- 
ther Thing or Notion whatſoever :: But'on the contra« 
ry, Truth, Goodneſs, Power, &c. are all AﬀeCtions of 
Being, or Subſtance, and ſo connote a. Relation to, and 
a ConjunQtion with it, as their SubjedF. So that to give 
you the ſame thing in words at length, Trath and Good- 
zeſs are nothing elſe but Being, or Subitance, with theſe 
Qualifications, or Being and Subſtance under ſuch cer- 
tain reſpefts formally determining them to ſuch a condi 


tion, viz.. either of Conformity.to the Upderanding, as » 


Truth determines them, or of - Conformity to the Will, as 


Goodneſs does. So that in theſe, and all*other the-like 


Attributes, Being or Sabitance do, as it were, paſs from, 
their abſolute and Original Simplicity «' the Acceſſion 
of the fore-mentioned Perfeftions ſuperadded to them... 


And. 
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And then in the Third and /aft place. For the Comprehen- 
frueneſs of Being, or Subſtance, above any one, or more 
of the Divine: Attributes, 'This alſo is evident ; foraſ- 
much as 'it runs through and contains them all, which no 
other particular Attribute does, or can be ſaid” to do. 
And certainly that which ſignifies Bezzg in the whole 
compaſs and —_— of it, ſhould be much more pro- 
perly applicable to God ; than that, which ſignifies Be- 
;ng only under ſome certain and particular determination 
of it, as every one of his Attributes does, and no more. 
For we cannotſay, That God's o_ Mercy, . Wiſdom, 
gs axd: Power, are properly contained under, and 
formally attributable to his 7rath, but they are all corn- 
tained under, deducible from, and referible to his Be- 
ing or Subſtance, So that it may properly be ſaid, That 
God is an Infinitely True, Wiſe, Good, Holy, Ommnipotent, 
Omnipreſent Being or Subtance. But we'cannot with 


any propriety of Speech pitch upon any one of the other 


Divine» Attributes, and in like manner affirm all the reſt 
of that one. As to ſay that God is an Infinitely Wiſe, 
Good, Eternal, Omnipotent, Omniprefent Truth. This: 
(I ſay) cannot be equally ſaid : For though the Thing 
be fundamentally true, yet the Expreſſion is neither Pro- 
per, nor Natural : :Foraſmuch as Goodneſs, Juitice, Om- 
nipotence, Ommipreſence, and the like, are not the proper 
AﬀeQtions of Truth, but they are properly ſo of Sab- 
ftance, or Being, And moreover, Whereas this Author 
will needs have the Terms Sab/tance, Eſſence and Exi- 
Fence diſcarded,” and the- Terms Truth, Wiſdom and 
Gooareſs put in their room, when we ſpeak of the Di- 
vine Nature; I deſire him-to give me ſome good Rea- 


| fon, why hepitches upon. Truth, Wiſdom and Goodneſs, 


rather than upon Ezernity, Omnipotence and Ommipreſence. 


For theſe, in.their proportion, expreſs the Divine N:- - 


T Are . 
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ture as much as the other ; bur neither the one nor the 
other can graſp in the whole Compaſs of the Divize 
Perfefions, {gas to be properly denominable from all 
and every one of them, as Sabſtance, aud Eſſence, and 
{uch other Terms as barely import Beizg, are found to 
be. FI conclude therefore, that in our Dilcourſes of God, 
Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, and the like, are fo far from 
being neceſlary to be laid afide, as diſpoſing our Minds 
to groſs and unft Apprehenfions of the Dexty ; that they 
are much Hitter to expreſs and guide our thoughts about 
this _ Subject, than Trath, Wiſdom, or Power, or all 
of them together, as importing in them both a Priority, 
and a greater Simplicity, and larger Comprehenſrueneſs of 
Notiop,. than belong to any of Tm; and theſe ſurely 
are Conſiderations moſt peculiarly ſuted to, and worthy 
of the PerfeCtions of the Divine Nature. 

I have now done with my Third Propoſition, and fo 
proceed to the Fourth and lait, viz. That the Difficulty of 
our Conceiving rightly of the Deity and the Dizine Perſons, 
does really proceed from other cauſes, than: thoſe alleged by 
this Author, | {ball aſfign three : As, | 

Firſt, The Spevituality of the Divine Nature. For God 
& 4 Spirit, Joh. 4. 14. And it is certain that we have 
no clear, explicit and diftintt Idea of a Spirir. And if 
fo, nwſt we not needs find a greatdifficulry in knowing 
it? For we know things direftly by the Ideas, the 
Species Intelligibiles, or Reſemblances of them, __ 
ed upon the Intellef, and thefe are refined and drawn 
off from the Species Sexfatides, and ſenfible Reſemblances 
of the ſame imprinted upon the Imagination. And how 
caa a Spirit incurr direCtly into that ? Indeed not at: all. 
For we can have no.knowledpe of a Spirit by any direCt 

rehenfion, or Intuition of it; but all that we know 
ſuck Beings, -i5 -what we gather 'by — 
; . ths 
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Diſcourſe, and Ratiocination : And that is ſufficient. 
But 

2. The Second Reaſon of our Short and Imper- 
fe&t Notions of the Deity, is, The Infinity of it, For 
this we muſt Obſerve, That we can perfectly know and 
comprehend nothing, but as it is repreſented to us under 
ſome certain Bounds and Limitations. And therefore 
one of the chief Inſtruments of our knowledge of a 
Thing, is the Definition of it. And what does that 
Geniti, but the bringing, or repreſenting a Thing under 
certain Bounds and Limitations, as the Greek Word 
$ogoyugs manifeſtly imports. Upon which Account, 
what a loſs muſt we needs be at, in underſtanding or 
knowing the Divine Nature , when the very way of our 
knowing ſeems to carry in it ſomething oppoſite to the 
thing known ? For the way of knowing, is by Define- 
zng, limiting and determining ; and the Thing known 
Is that,of which there neither are nor can be any Bounds, 
Limits, Definitions, or Determinations. "And this, EF 
think, is not only a ſufficient, but fornerhing more than 
a ſufficient Reaſon, why we ſtumbleand fail, when we 
would either have, or give a diſtinct Account of the 


3. A Third Reaſon of the ſame, eſpecially with re- 
ference to the Trinity of Perſons belonging to the Dz- 
vine Nature, is, The utter want of. all Inftlances and Ex- 
amples of this kind. For when a long and conftant courſe 

f Obſervation has ftill rook notice that every numeri- 
cally diſtin Perſon, and every Sappoſirum has a numeri- 
cally diftindt Nature appropriate to it, and Religion 
comes afterwards, and calls upon us to apprehend the 
lame Numerical Nature, as fubſiſting in three Nume- 
rically diſtin Perſons ; we arc extreamly at a loſs how 
to coaform-our Notions to it, and to conceive how that 

; can 
b, 
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can be in three Perſons, which we never ſaw before, or 
in any thing elſe, to be but only in One. For humane 
Nature, which originally proceeds by the Obſervations 
of :{enſe, does very hardly frame to it ſelf any Notions, 
or Conceptions of things, but what it has drawn from 
thence. Nay, Iam of Opinion, That the Mind is 16 
far governed by what it ſees and obſerves, that I verily 
believe, that had we never actually ſeen the beginning 
or end of any thing, . the Generality of Men would 
hardly ſo much as have imagined, That the World had 
ever fad any beginning at all : Since with the greateſt 
.part of Mankind what appears, and what -does wot ap- 
pear, determines what can, and what cannot be, in their 
'Opinion. 
And thus I have ſhewn three Cauſes (which I take 
to be the True Cauſes) why we are ſo much to ſeek in 
our Apprehenſions of, and Diſcourſes about the Divine 
Nature, and the three Glorious Perſons belonging to it. 
And the Reaſon of them all is founded upon rhe Eſſential 
Diſparity which the Mind of Man bears to ſo diſpro- 
-portionate, and ſo tranſcendent an Object, So that it is 
a vain thing to'Quarrel at Words and Terms, eſpecially 
{ſuch as the beſt Reaſon of Mankind has pitched upon as 
-the fitreſt, and propereſt, and moſt ſignificant to.expreſs 
-theſe great things by. And I queſtion not, but in the 
Tflue of all, Wiſe Men will fiad, That it is not the de- 
fe&t of the Terms we uſe, but the vaſt incomprehenſ- 
- bility of the thing we apply them to, which is the True 
-Cauſe of all our Failures, as to a clear and diſtinQ 4 
rehenfſion and Declaration of what relates to the God- 
»nead. | | 
From all which T conclude, That the Terms, Eſſence, 
Sabiance, Nature, &c. have had nothing yet objeCted 
-againft.them, but that they may {till claum the place, and 
| continue 
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continne in the ufe, which the Learned'{t Men the 
Chriſtian Church has hitherto had, have allotted them 
in all their Diſcourſes and Diſputes about the Divine 
Nature, and the Divine Perſons ; which are confeſſedly 
the greateſt and moſt Sacred Myſteries in the Chriſtian 
| Religion. - But as in my time, I have obſerved it a pra» 
tice at Court, "That when any one is turned out of a 
conſiderable Place there, it is always fir{t reſolved (and 
that out of merit foreſeen, no doubt) who ſhall ſucceed 
him in it : Soall this ado in diſmounting the Terms E/- 
ſence, Subſtance, Nature, 8c. from their ancient Poſt, I 
perceive, is only to make way for theſe two ſo highly 
uſeful and wonder-working Terms, Self Conſeioaſaels, 
and Mine Conieaings And therefore let us, with all 
due and aweful Reverence (as becomes us) expett their 
Auguſt appearance, and for a while ſuffer the Mountain 
to fivell, and heave up its Belly, and look big upon us, and 
all in good time, no doubt, we ſhall have the happineſs 
to ſee and admire, and take our meaſures of the 
Mouſe. 2 

But before T cloſe this Chapter, to ſhew how like a 
Judge upon Life and Death, this Man fits over all the 
formerly received Terms, by which Men were wont to 
diſcourſe of God, Sentencing and Condemning them as 
he pleaſes; not content to have caſhiered the words E/- 
ſence, Subitance and Nature from being uſed about this 
Subject, hehas as great, or greater a Quarrel at the 
word Irfinite,as applyed to God; and I ſhall here give his 
Exceprions againſt it in his own words, being ſuch, as I 
believe few would dare to: utter but himſelf, and ap- 
proaching ſo near, or rather _ coming up to Blaſphe- 


my, that it may be truly ſaid, That he has not ſpoke g.. ny 
more blaſphemouſly of God's Vindidtive Faſtice in his Preface. 


Book of the knowledge of Chrift , than he has ſpoken 
| I of 
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of God's Infinity in this : For in the 77, 78, 79. Pages he 
expreſſes his thoughts of it thus. The zrath « (ſays he) 


this very word Infinite confounds our Notions of God, and 
makes the moſt perfett and excellent Bo the moſt perfettly 
unknown to us, For Infinite is only a Negative Term, and 
ſignifies that which has no end, no bounds, no _— and 
ets no poſitive and determined Nature, . and therefore is 


Nothing (mark that) and withal, That an Infinite Be-- 
ing, had not Uſe and Cuſtom reconciled u to that expreſſion, 


would be thought Nonſence and Contradidtion. Which T 
am ſo far from granting him, that I affirm, if there had: 
never been any thing in the World beſides God alone, it 


had yet been moſt 'T rue and Rational. But he goes on.. 


For (lays he) every Real Being has a certain and determi- 
ned Nature, and therefore is not infinite in this ſence, which 


is ſo far from being 4 ah that it ſignifies Nothing 


Real.. Thus he diſcourſes :: And yet this word Infinite 
has been univerſally received and applyed to the Divine 
Nature, by Learned Men inall Places and Ages ;. andJ 
deſire this Man to tell me, How, «f this word Infinite 
-were ſo liable to be thought. Noxſence and  Contradittion, 
this could poſſibly come.to paſs.. For what he ſpeaks of 
aſe and cuſtom reconciling us to this Expreſſion, 1s Imperti- 
nent; and begs the Thing in difpþute. For ſtill I would 
know of him, how a word- ſo utterly unfit to-expreſs 


the thing it was applyed to, could ever paſs into Uſe and 


Cuſtom, ſo as to be took up, approved, and made uſe of 
by all Mankind. Let him prevail with the whole World: 
to-ſpeak Nonſerce , and to uſe. words: that. ſignifie no- 
thing , if' he can; But this Man, before. he played the 
Ariſtarchas at this rate, ſhould have done well to have. 
confidered; That every Ferm is not -Negative, .which 


has a: Negative. Particle in. the Compoſition of it. Of- 
which, innumerable Inſtances. may be given. And > 
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he does. not know.this , for all his flirting at his Socinias 


Adverlary, as if he knew neither Greek nor Latin, P. 95 
it is a ſcurvy ſign that he is not ſo over-ſtocked with et- 
ther of them as to have any to ſpare. 
And therefore, whereas he goes on in Page 78. and 
retends there to explain this. word I-finite, he might 
ve kept his explication to himſelf. For no body ever 
uſed it otherwiſe, but ſo as to ſignifie a Poſitive Perfeti- 
on by it, but yet withal connoting an Imitation be- 
longing to it. It ſignifies, I ſay, a Thing Real, Abſo- 
lute and Poſitive, but ſtill with a Connotation of ſome- 
thing, which is to.be remoyed from it, and denied of it ; 
{uch as are all bounds and lihits in reſpett of that Subſtan- 
tial, all-comprehendingyperfection of the Divine Natare. 
In a word, the thing principally ſignified by this Term, 
is Poſitive, the'Thing Conſignthed, or Connoted (which 


is but Secondary an as , ag is a Negation. And 


this ſufficiently overturns al 
But if, after al 
tion, Perſons, as thinking as he can be, know and ac- 
knowledge, that it is not the word Infinite, but the Thing 
Tzfizite, that renders them 1ſo ſhort and defettive in this 
matter. | 
But it is pleaſant ta ſee him take his 'Furns backwards 
and forwards in ſpeaking of: this Thing. There is (ſays 
he) Page 78, 4 weaſure of the mot "8: qa and (in this 
ſenſe) Infinite Pexfections ; and if ſuch a meaſure there 
be, then I hope there is as much Noxfexce and Contrad;- 
ftioz in the word Immenſe, as in the word: Infinite; and 
withal, if there ig.even in the moſt Abſolute and T-fnite 
Perfettions, a ne plus ultra, and an zitimum quod ſic (as 
the School-men, who were never bred at Sr. Mary Ove- 
ries, are apt to ſpeak) then-I confeſs, That an Infixite, 
with all theſe. Qualifications about it, muſt needs (ac- 
I 2 cording 


his odd Deſcants upon it. 


, our Minds cannot fully maſter this No- 


Fs 


Animadverſions, &C. 


cording to his beloved Diale&) be Nonfence and Contra- 


diftion ; and that of the higheſt rank. And again, P.79. 


We know not (fays he) How far Infinite Wiſdom, and 
Power,and Goodneſs reaches, (and thus much is very true): 


but then ({ays he again) we certainly know that they have 
their Bounds, and that . the Divine Nature is the utmoſt 
Bounds.of them. By which words if he means, 'That 
they have their fixed determinate Notions,whereby they 
are formally diſtinguiſhed among themſelves, as well as 


from other Things, it is r1ghr. For the Notion of I-fi- 


zite Wiſdom is fo bounded, that it cannot be faid to be 
Infinite Power, or Infinite Power to be: Infinite Goodneſs, 


or the like-; but ſtill the Thing couched under all theſe 


is Infinite, and neither has nor can have any Boards ſet- 
ly, 


to-its Being. ' . And if he ſhould here reply, That then 
the Notion of Infinite Wiſdom, Power, and the like, are 


falſe Notions, as not anſwering the Things they are 


applyed to. I Anſwer, That they are indeed' im- 


perfect and: inadequate, as not fully anſwering the: 
Thing it ſelf, but- they. cannot be faid to be falſe 
for all that. But on the contrary, if he will needs. 
have thething hereby ſignified to have any Real Bounds 


or Limits of it's Being ; then it will and muſt foHow; 
'Fhat in the forecited words he has with Accurate and 
Profound Speculation preſented ro us An Infinite with 


Bounds, and the Divine Nature (which has no BoundsY 
made the Bounds of it. Thefe are the very words he uſes ;. 


and withal delivered by him with ſuch a Magiſterial 
Air and Contempt of the whole World beſides, who 
have hitherto approved and made uſe of theſe Expreſſi- 
ans (and thatin a ſenſe and ſignification not: to be born 


down by every ſelf Opiniator, after ſo long and univerſal - 
2 Preſcription) that ſo much Confidence cannot be ſuffi- 


And. 


ciently; wondred at, nor too ſeverely rebuked: 
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- And therefore to review a little the foregoing particu- 
hrs, and thereby to take ſome eſtimate of the Man ;. 
Where ſhall we find ſuch another Inſtance of a private 
Presbyter , who in the Communion, or rarher in the ve- 

Boſom of ſo pure and Orthodox a Church, as this our- 
Church of England, ever before durſt, in fo grear an Ar- 
ticle of the Chri#ian Faith, draw his Pen againſt all the 
Writers of the Church Ancient and Modern, Fathers 
and School-men, and with one daſh of it explode and 
ſtrike off all thoſe received” Ferms by which they con- 
ſantly explained this Myſtery, as not only uſeleſs, but 
miſchievous in all Diſcourſes about it? Whereas (not 
to anticipate what I intend more particularly and fully 
upon this- Head in my eighth Chapter) I ſhall: 
only affirm thus much at preſent; That the Greek 
Writers in exprefling the Goa-head, or Divine Na- 
ture, whenſoever they do not uſe the words, @ecms, or 
Þ ©4ov, conſtantly expreſs it by quas and tia, and ſome- 
times by <vanazas;, while 2az and varzzos were common- 
ly uſed+in the ſame ſenſe. And likewiſe the L#4es, 
where they expreſs not: theſame by. Deitas, or Divinitas, 
do as conſtantly expreſs it by Natura and —_— - 
which words ſtand now PR condemned by this 
Preſuming Man; and that, not only in defiance of all 
the Ancients, but alſo of the Church of Exgland it ſelf, 
which has ſet her Authorizing ſtamp upon thoſe two 
words Subſtance and Perſon, by applying them to this 
Subject both in her Arr:icles and Litrrgy. In the firſt of 
them teaching us, That iz the Unity of - the Godhead there 
are three Perſons, of oxe Subſtance, Power and Eternity. 
Artic. 1. And in her Liturgy rendring the 4rhanaſian 
Creed by the ſame words , Neither confounding the Per- 
ſons,»or dividing the Subſtance. As likewiſe that Paſſage. 
in the Nzcene Creed, by the Son's being of one GC 
wit 


Some fur- 
ther Re- 
marks up- 
on his A- 


pology. 


Anmadverſuons, &C. 


-with the Father. And again in the Donology at the Com- 
 munion on Trinity Sunday, it gives us theſe full and nota- 
ble words, Ore God, one Lord, not one only Perſon, but 
three Perſos in one Subſtance. After all which, with what 
face can this ſtrange, Anomalar Son of the Church 
(while he is ſucking her Breaſts, and at the ſame time 
poyſoning the Mz/%, with which ſhe ſhould feed her 
Children) I ſay, with what face can he aver to the 
World, That this word S«b/tance thus embraced, own- 
ed and uſed by her, ought to be thrown .away,.as the 
Direct Cauſe of all the Errours Men are apt to fall into, 
about this great Myſtery ? and that we can haveno No- 
tion of Subitauce, but what implys in it ſomething groſs 
and material? Which, were it ſo, can any one imagine, 
that the Church of Exzg/azd would ever have made uſe of 
ſuch a word, as could ſerve for nothing, but a Snare and 
a Trap to betray the Underſtandings and Conſciences of 
Men,intofuch Errours as may coft them their Souls? This 
is ſo fouly Reflexive upon her, that T would have any 
Manduving give me a good Reaſon, Why this Author 
ſhould not be calPd upon by Publick Authority to give 
the Church fatisfaQtion for the ſcandal given to all the 
Orthodox Members of it, by the Contumely and Re- 
proach which he has paſſed upon thoſe Terms and Words 
which ſhe has thought fit ſo ſolemnly to expreſs her Fazrh 
and her Dev3tozs by. But ſomeMen, es is the Regard 
had to her Laws and Diſcipline) will venture to utter 
and write any Thing, that the Bookſeller will pay them 
for,. though they throw their Conſcience and Religion 
into the Bargain. 

But God himſelf, who reſiſteth the Proud, ſeems to have 
took: the Matter into his own Hands, and (to ſhew his 
Controlling Providence over the Minds and Hearts of 
Men) has at length brought this Scornful Man #o eat his 


Own 
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own words (the hardeſt Diet certainly that a proud Perſon 
can be put to) and after all the black Dirt thrown by 
Him upon the Schoo/-men and their Terms , to lick it off 
again with his own Tongue. So that after he had paſ- 
{6a ſuch a_Terrible _ Doom upon rheſe _ Eſ- 

ence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Suppoſitum, Perſon, and the 
kg Nap his ox. ned af Yo Pl Ris In a re-- 
lenting fit, he graciouſly reaches out his Goldex Scepter 
of Self-Contradiftion, and reſtores them to Life again, 


' inhis Apology, And that the Reader may behold both 


{ides of the Contradi&tion the more clearly, I think it 
the beſt and faireſt way to give him the /ex/e of this. 
Author (if it may be ſo calPd) in his own words. 


Vindication: 


ferent ſignification of 


ence, Perſons, Exiftence, 
« Nature, &c. which ate 
« Terms very difterently 
© uſed by the Greek and 
&« Latin Fathers, and have 
« very mach obſcured this Do- 


&« Frine znſtead 0 explain- 


« ;xg it, P. 101.1. 12, 


&« 'The School-men have 


« no Authority where they 
cc. 1 » 
< leave the Fathers ; whoſe 


cc Have not: troubled 
« | my Reader with the 


(£4 
&« Eſſence, Hypoſt aſis, Subſi-- 
« 


Apology. 
«FT JE (v:iz.) the me- 
" lancholy Stander-- 


«by, 1s very angry with 
« the School. Dodo's, as - 
« worſe Enemies to Chri- 
« ftianity, than either Hea- 
a _ Philoſophers, | or 
& Perſecuting Emperours. . 
«-*Pra whe lows” Ms 
< they done ? I ſuppoſe he: 
« means the corruption of © 
« Chriſtianity, with thoſe 
« Barbarous Terms of Per- 
« ſon, Nature, Eſſence, Sub-. 


&« fiſtence, Conſa any" | 
ey. 


« ſenſe they ſometimes ſeem & &c. which will not ſu 


«fo miſtake, or to clog it 


" Hereticks 79..4te concealed. 


"+ 
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« with ſome peculiar Niceties 
« and Diſtinitions of their 
« own, Þ. 1438. |. 28. 

« The Truth 4s, that 
« which -has confounded 
« this Myſtery - (viz. of the 
« Trinity) has been the 
& yain endeavour to reduce 
&« it to Terms of Art, ſuch 
« as Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
« ſtance, Subſiſtence, Fiypo- 
&« aſss,and the like, P. 138. 
« 1. the laſt, and p. 139. 
EL I. 

And ſpeaking of the 
AncientFathers in the ſame 
Page, he tells us : © They 
« nicely diſtinguiſhed be- 
<« tween Per/oz and Fhpo- 
&« faſis, and Nature, and 
« Eſſence, and Subſtance ; 
& that they -were three Per- 
< ſons, but one Nature, E/- 
&« ſence and Subſtance : But 
< that when Men curiouſly 
« examined the ſignificati- 
<« on of theſe words, they 
<« found that.upon ſome ac- 
« count or other, Theywere 
& very unapplicable to this 
&« Mytery. 

Hereupon he asks the 
following Queſtions in an 
upbraiding manner, viz. 


v _.. "x 
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Animadverſions, &C. 


$$ 


& under Scripture-Phraſes, 
« But why muſt the School- 
&« men bear all the blame of 
« this? Why does he not 
« accule the Ancient Fa- 
&« thers, and Councils, from 
&« whom the School-men 
« learnt theſe Terms, Why 
« does he let St. Auſtin e- 
« {ca from whom the 
« Maſter of the Sentences 
« borrowed moſt of his 
« Diſtinftions and Subtle- 
« ties ? But ſuppoſe, theſe 
« unlucky Wits had uſed 
« ſome new Terms, have 
« they taught any new 
« Faith about the Trinity 
« in Unity, which the 
« Church did not teach ? 
« And if they have only 
« ouarded the Chriſtian 
« Faith with an Hedge of 
&« Thorns, which uſes 
« Hereticks cannot break 
& throagh, is this to wound 
« Chriſtianity 1n its very 
« Vitals? No, no: They 
« will only prick the Fin- 
« 2ers of Hereticks, and ſe- 
« cure Chriſtianity from be- 
« izg wounded ; and this 
« is one great Cauſe, why 
« ſome Men are ſo angry 
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« What is the Subſtance aid 
«Nature of God ? 
See theſe 
| & How can three. 
Queſtions « di/tinet Perſons 
pr lack: EX. «K pave. but". one 
wered - - 


in my 7th” © Numerical Sub- 
Chapter. «G ftance ?£ And, 


« What is the Diſtinition be- 


&« tween Eſſence, and Perſo-- 
&« zality, and Subſiſtence ? *. > 


And Laſtly, at 'the end 
of the ſame Page, © He 
<« confeſſes, that ſome to- 
& lerable Account of the 
« School-Terms and D1- 


«* with the School-DoQors; 
& though the more General 
« Cauſe is, becauſe the 
< havenot Induſtry enough 
<to- Read; or underſtand 
« them. Apology, P.4,5.* 

I have (to prevent all 
Exceptions)given the Rea- 
der the' whole Paragraph ; 
in which the: laſt Clauſe 

rikes Home indeed ; tho? 
in ſuch Caſes, ſome think 
this Author would do well 


_ to take heed of ſtriking #00 


Home and 'Hard;- for” fear 


- gaiſed Hereticks cannot break t 


« ftinctions might be gr the Blow ſhould” rebound 
« yen, but that it would back again, and do. execu- 
<« a work of more difficulty tion where he leaſt intend- 
« than fe; ed it. - 


Now here the Reader 1s deſired to obſerve the Sove- 


raign uſefulneſs aſcribed by our Author to thoſe School-. 


Terms: Perſon, Nature, Eſſence, Subſiſtence,Conſubſtantiality, 
&c. As, That they will not- ſuffer Hereticks to lie conceated 
under Scripture-Phraſes. 'I hat the Schools learned all theſe 
Terms of the Ancient Fathers.” That they have guarded 
the Chriftian Faith with an _ of Thorns, which diſ- 
rough. That inſtead 6 

wounding ' Chriſtianity. in its Vitals, they -only prick t 

Fingers. of '|Hereticks, angſecare Chriftianity from being 
wounded,” All theſe great and 


have been done'in. behalf of Chriſtianity by the Schoof-' 
men, and their fore-mentioned Terms, here in'this Apo- 
logy ; and now'if the Reader will but look back into'the 

IT K Vindica- 


ood things he tells us 
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EP our! br wall- there tell him' alſo; - 
How, and by what Way and means the faid School-men and 
their eB "—_ have archer all theſe _ Feats, viz. 

#hetr 0. explaining the Doctrine of the 
Tran, ith fab os meaning ofe the ot or 

ug it with er" Nicerias of p "of #heer own: Alſo by © 
=. 1a Hot the boner, of the Trinity, through a vain en- 
deavour to reduce it to. ſuch Terms of Art, as Eſſence, 
Subftance, : Subſiftence, Nature, Perſon, 4nd the bike. 
As likewiſe by the ſaid Terms being fauna very unapplicable 'F 
ro this Myttery. And laſtly, Becanſt though fame tolerable b 
Acconnt might poſſibly be given of their meaning, yet that it 2” 
mould be pf little or-no_uſe ro _— any ſach Account, or 
p06 long rig them : So eſeful:: (it leems) does he ac- , 
a, 't0 : ſecure Chriſtianity: againff  Hereticks, 
415*:0f id uſe at all to explain them; And now, 
I ook when the Reader has conſidered, what this 
Author has faid on. both ſides, he will acknowledge, L 
that Hand and Glove cannot more exattly agree, than [ 
the Vinaication and the Apology. And as for that es ; 
Lancholy Standir-by, upon whole Account this 4 6 
pretended - to have been written, 'if he. will b yDDrt 
and compare the Apology and Vindzcation mnhes. T 
dare undertake, that he will gor be halF ſo Melancholy as 
he was before. 

. Butdoes:this Author, in ſober fadneſs, think that this 
haway ta.Confute Heveticks, thus to play. backwards. bh 
and forwards, to {ay,. and unſay, and ouly to. {et two: ws 
Rooks. together by Ae Bars: ? Yo me; tell him, That _ & 
God. is mot macked, inor the Waghd neither;; and thathe. 
awes an Account, of what he has-wrote; £0 both. For 
my own-part,, © far as my Converſe reaches, I meet ' 

wath. no- ſerious. and judicious: Perfon, who does not 
Nog avi, by: oo Denis, mm 

ent, 


x0 


ſtent, but withal Impoſing way of writing, will in all 
likelihood make twenty Herericks, before he Confutes 
One. | 

It is indeed an amazing Thing to conſider, That an 
one Man ſhould preſume to Brow-beat-all the World at 
ſuch a rate; and we may well wonder at the force of 
Confidence and Self-Conceit, that it ſhould be able to 
raiſe _ one to ſuch a pitch, But Natarali#s have 
obſerved, That Blindneſs in ſome Animals, is a very 


eat Help and Inſtigation to Boldneſs. And amongit 
Men, as rdzaradh is commonly ſaid to be the Mother of 
Devotion, Jo 1n accounting for the Birth and Deſcent of 
Coxfidence too, ( whatſoever other Cauſe ſomes may 
derive it from) yet, certainly, He who makes J2zoraxce 
the Mother of A 
farer ſide. 


is alſo, reckons its Pedigree by the 


67 


7 
"Xs 
+ % J 
& 6 
F £ 
q w bk. fn 
, # d ; 
- 
_ 
hs 
- 


4 a4 « x . l 12 = < . k , 
Yn IR F : are” aA hs + ME wana, fat nt ob es ti od R-w* ot WV. "We - . - Er nds YE RE R-oSRY 2 tet 1 os, Bb > oy RS" VOOR" 26-00 
= » She oh 2 YT OT . P- PE 3 6 pond %- Cal x 37 = + ne 4 SOIT. SF OW MEI OY +4: 46% 6 . 7 Po 2 £ 
LEES. OTE Ee. PETIT ENS. > S064 OREN ESI as is dds RA er RC o , ? 
. WON "- ; T ” \ 
> f, *. J i 8 % pe 

. % 17 
f ” 
237 
+ 4 

- - 
4 b S - . » 
. s 


CHAP. 1. 


In which the Author's New Netion of Self-Con- 
ſctouſneſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, is 
briefly declared. Self-Confciouſneſs made by 
him the formal Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſona- 
lity-in all- Parſons, both Create and Uncreate ; 

. and  0n the contrary,” proved againft him in 

- "the firſt place, That it is not ſo in Perſons 


Create. 


UR Author not being fatisfied with the Account 

given of the Myſtery of the Bleſſed Trinity b 

the Schools, nor with thoſe Notions about it, whi 
have hitherto obtained in the. World,..rill he-came inte 
it (no doubr as a Perſon peculiarly ſent and qualified to 
rectifie all thoſe Im ,and Improper Notions, which 
had been formerly received by Divines.) He, I ſay, 
with a Lofty Undertaking Mind, and aReach beyond 
all before, and indeed beſide him, and (as the Iſſues like 
to prove): as much above him too, undertakes to give 
the World a much better, and more ſatisfaftory Expli- 
cation of this great Myſtery, and that by two new 
Terms, or Notions (purely and folely of his own in- 
vention) called, Self-Conſtiouſneſs, and Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſnefs ; which, though ſtill joyned together by our Au- 
thor in his Explication of the Bleſſed Trinity, have 
| | yet 


Crnuarrer 11. 
= very different Effetts, as we ſhall: preſently 


ee. 
For by Cen, he means, a Mind's, or 
Spirit's being Conſcious to its own Thoughts, Reaſon- 
ings and AfﬀeCtions (and I ſuppoſe all other Internal 
Motions too) which no other finite Spirit is, or cafi be 
naturally Conſcious to, but it ſelf. And this (he ſays) 
makes a finite Spirit Numerically one, or oe with it 
ſelf (for he uſes both Bxpecifiow) and withal ſeparates 
and diſtinguiſhes it from all other Spirits ; ſo that here- 
by every Spirit feels only its own . Thoughts, Paſſions, 
or Motions, but is not Conſcious to the Thoughts, Paſ- 
ſions, or Motions of any other. And this (fo far as 
his own words import) he means by Self-Corſci- 
OKHFHE(S. 

- Ny for Mataal-Conſciouſneſs. That takes place, when 
two or more Spirits, or Minds know all that of one 
another, which each Mind, or Spirit knows of it ſelf, 
by a particular Self-Conſcionſneſs of its own. And this, 
I conceive to be a juſt Account of what this Man means 
by Mutaal-Conſciouſneſs. | . 

' Now the 'EffeQs of theſe two. (as I noted before) 
are very different. 

For Self-Conſciouſneſs, (according to him) 1s the Con- 
ſtituentPrinciple, / or formal Reaſon of Perſonality. So 
that'Se/f-Conſciouſneſs properly Conſtitutes, or makes a 
Perſon, and ſo many Self-Conſciouſneſſes make ſo many 
diſtin&t Perſans. Þ 

But Mutual-Confcioufſneſs, io far as it extends, makes 
an Unity,not-of Perſons, (for Perſonality as fuch imports 
diftinction, and ſomething perſonally Incommunicable;) 
but an Unity of Nature in Perſons, So that after Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs has made ſeveral diſtinft Perſons, in comes 
Mutual-Copſciouſneſs, and lets them all at. oze again; and 
3 | Elves 
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gives them all but one and the ſame Nature,which they 
are to take amongſt themſelves, as well as they can, 
And this'is a True and ſtrict Account of this Aurhor”s 
New Hypotheſis ; and fuch, as I ſuppoſe, he will not 
except againſt, becauſe juſtly, I am ſure, he cannot ; 
howlſoever I may have expreſſed the Novel Whimſey 
ſomething for the Reader's Diverſion. | 

Now, by what has been ſaid, it is evident, that the 
Author aſſigns wo ng ery we the formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality, m all Perfons Umverfally, whether Finite, 
or Infinite, Create, or Uncreate, For having firſt ſta- 
red it fo in Finite and Created Spirits, Page 48.line 26.&c. 
He afterwards applys it to Infinite and Uncreate, vis. 
the three Perſons of the God-head. | 

And therefore, that we may proceed fairly, and 
without any ground of Exception in the Caſe, we will 
examine, 7 


I. Whether or no SeffConfogyay be the Reaſon 
of Perſonality in- Finite Perſons? And, 


IL Whether it be ſo in Infinite ?f 


And Firſt, For Fizite, or Created Spirits, I Yeny 
Self-Conſcioaſneſs to be the formal Reaſon of _—_—_ 
in theſe, And before I give my Reaſons againft it, 
Thall premiſe this one Conſideration, vis. That where- 
foever the formal Reaſon of Perſonality is, there is Per- - 
ſonality. And again, That whereſoever 0gpe—aec Aug 
there is the formal Reaſon of Perſonality, viz. That 
they exiſt PE; and that one Mutually and Ef: 
fenrially infers the other. Zh 

Now this premiſed and laid down, my Reaſons, why 
I deny Self-Coxſcioaſneſs to be the formal Reaſon of Per- 
ſonality in Finite, or Created Beings, are theſe. + 


Ii. Argument. 
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1. Argument.According to the natural order of Things, 
Self-Conſcioaſneſs inPerſons,pre-fuppoſes theirPerſonality, 
and therefore is not,cannot be rhe Reaſon of it. The Ar- 

ent, I conceive, is very plain. For whatſoever pre- 
no ſes a Thing, is in order of Nature Poſterior and 
Subſequent to the Thing ſo pre-ſuppoſed by it ; and a- 
gain on the other hand the formal Reaſon of any Thin 
15 in Order of Nature precedent to that thing, of whic 
t is the Reaſon. We will therefore prove the Major 
Propoſition. And we do it thus. Perſonality is the 
Ground and Principle of all Attion, whereſoever it is. 
For where there is a Suppoſitam, whether it be Rational 
(which is another word for Perſon) or not , {till it is 
the whole Sappoſitum, which Acts. So that there muſt 
be a Perfon before there can be an A&, or A&tion pro- 
ceeding from, or Attributable to a Perſon. In a word, 
there muſt be a Perſon in Being, before any Action iffues 
from him ; and therefore the A&t muſt effentially and 
neceſſarily pre-ſuppoſe the Perſon for the Agent. But 
now Self-Confciouſneſs does not only do this ; but 
(which 1s more) it alſo pre-ſuppoſes another A& Ante- 
cedent to it ſelf. Por it is properly and formally a Reflex 
A# upon the Atts, Paſſions, or Motions of the Perſon 
whom it belongs to. So that according to the Nature 
of the Thing, there is not only a Perfon, but alſo an 
Action (which is, and muſt be ſubſequent to a Perſon) 
that is Antecedent to Se/f-Conſciouſneſs ; which being a 
Reflex A, muſt needs in order of Narure be Po- 
fteriour to the AQ reflected upon by ic. And therefore 
os which is by two degrees Poſterior to. 
Perſona it, cannot poſſibly be the formal Reaſon of it. 
'ThisI look upon as a Demonſtration of the Point. And 


I leave it to our Author (who is -better a great deal a 
{corning 


ſcorning the Schools, than at confuting them) to anſwer 
and overthrow it af his leiſure. o_ 


2, Our Second Argument 15 thiss The Humanity, or 
Humane Nature of Chrift, is perfectly Conſcious to it 
ſelf of all the Internal Acts, whether of Knowledge, 
Volition, Paſſion, or Deſire, that paſs in it, or belong ro 
it ; and yet the Humanity, or Humane Nature of Chriſt 
1s not a Perſon, and conſequently Se/f-Conſciouſneſs is not 
the _ formal Reaſon of Perſonality ; foraſmuch as 
it may be inthat, which is no Perſon. _ 'That the Hu- 
mane Nature of Clift is thus Se/f-Coxſcioms, is evident, 
ſince it has all the Principles and Powers of Self-reflexi- 
on upon its own Acts, whereby it intimately knows it 
{elf to do what it does, and tobe what it is, which are 
in any particular Man whatſoever; ſo that if any Man 
be Conſcious to himſelf of theſe things, the Humane 
Nature of Chriſt, which has the ſame Operative Pow4 
ers in perfection ous thoſe eſſentially proper to, and in- 
{ſeparable from it ſelf) which the reſt of Mankind are 
endued with, muſt needs be ſo too. And then, as for 
the Aſſumption, That the Humane Nature of Chriſt is not 
4 Perſon, 1sno leſs evident. Since it fs taken into, and 
fubſiits in and by the Perſonality of the cond Perſon of 
the Trinity, and therefore can have no: diftinEt Perſona- 
lity-ofits own ; unleſs we will with Neftorizs aſſert two 
Perſons in Chriſt, an Humane, and-a Divine. And the 
Truth is, If Self-Coxſciouſneſs were the- formal Reaſon 
of Perſonality, ſince there are two diſtinEt Sel/f-Cornſct- 
ewſyeſſes in Chriſt, no leſs than two. diſtin&t Wills, an 
Humane, and -a Divine, viz. 'One 1n each Nature, I 
cannot ſee how, upon this Author's Hypotheſis, to keep 
off the Aſſertion of Neſtorizzs, That there are Two di- 

flint? Perſons 1n him Ho. 
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», My Third Argamert againſt the ſame ſhall be ta- 
ken from the Soul of Man in a ſtate of ſeparation from the 
Body. Anditis this : The Soul in its ſeparate Eſtate 
is Conſcious to it ſelf of all its own Internal AQs, or 
Motions, whether of Knowledge, Paſſion, or Deſire, 
and yet the Soul in ſuch an Eſtate is not a Perſon : And 
therefore Sel/f-Conſciouſneſs is not the formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality ; for if it were, it would and muſt conſti- 
tute a Perſon, whereſoever it was. Now, that the 
Soul, in its ſeparate Eſtate, is thus Se/f-Coxſciows, I ſup- 
poſe no body will pretend to deny, but ſuch as hold a 
Pſychopannychiſme,viz.ſuch a dormantEſtate,as renders 
t void of all Vital Motion or ACtion, during its ſeparati> 
on from the Body. But this being an errour which few 
now a-days think worth owning, neither ſhall I think 
worth the diſproving. | 

But for the Minor Propoſition, That the Soul in its ſe- 
parate Eſtate is not a Perſon. In this I expeCt to find 
ſome Adverſaries, and particularly our Author himſelf, 
who exprelly affirms, That the Soul iz ſuch a Jeparate 
ſtate is a Perſon, Page 262. A Soul (lays he) without 4 
Vital Union to an Humane Boay, is a Perſon. Nor does he 
beſtow the Name and Nature of a Perſon upon the Soul 
only as ſeparate from, but alſo (as ſhall be afterwards 
made appear) as it 15 joyned with-the Body ; which A{- 
{ertion of his, together with ſome others of near affini- 

{ with it, {hall in due place be examined by them- 
elves. 

At preſent in Confirmation of my Argument, I ſhall 
produce my Reaſos againſt the Perſonaliry of the Soul, 
held by this Author, and in order to ir, ſhall lay down 
this Concluſion in dire& oppoſition to his, viz. 7 hat 

L the 
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the Soul of Man is not a Perſon. And ſince (as we have 
noted) he holds, that it is ſo, both in its ConjunC&tion: 


with the Body, and its ſeparation from it, I ſhall bring 
my Argaments againſt the Perſonality of it in both. 


And Firſt, I ſhall prove, That the Soul while joyned 
to, and continuing in the Body, 1s not a Perſon; and as 
a ground-work of the Proof thereof, I ſhall only pre- 
miſe this one Thing, as a Truth acknowledged on all 
Hands, viz. That the Soul and Body together conſtitute the 
Perſon of a Man : The ſame being plainly aſſerted in the 
Athanaſian Creed, where it tells us, That the Reaſonable 
Soul and Fleſh, is one Man, [or one Human Perſon] for 
both ſignifie but the ſame 'Thing ; which being thus laid 
down, as a Thing certain and confeſſed, I Argue thus : 
Tf the Soul and Body in ConjunCEtion conſtitute the Per- 
ſon of a Man, then the Soul in ſuch a ConjunQtion is 
not a Perſon. But the former is true, and therefore the 
latter muſt be ſo too. The Propoſetzoz 1s proved thus. 
Nothing which, together with the Body, Conſtitutes a 
Perſon, is, or can be it ſelf a Perſon. For if it be, then 
the Body muſt be joyned to it, eirher by being aſſumed 
into the Perſonal Subfiſtence of the Soul, as the Hu- 
mane Nature of Chriſt is aſſumed into the Perſonal Sub-- 
ſiſtence of the 2gy&.. Whereupon the Compoſition and 
Conſtitution of a Man, will be an Hypoſtatick Union 
between Soul and Body ; which, I ſuppoſe, no Body 
will be either ſo bold, or abſurd as ro' affirm ; all Di- 
vines accounting an Hypoſtatical Union ſo peculiar to: 
Chriſt's Perſon, as not to be-admitted in any other Per-- 
ſon or Being whatſoever. Or, 


Secondly, The Body muſt be-joyned with the- Soul, 


as. one part, joyntly concurring with another, to the: 
: Com-- 
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Compoſition of the whole Perſon. And if fo, then the 
Soul being a Part,cannot poflibly be a Per/oz.Foraſmuch 
as a Part 1s an Incomplete Being, and therefore, in the 
very Nature of it, being deſigned for the Completion of 
ſomething elſe, muſt ſubſiſt in and by the Subſiſtence of 
the whole. But a Perſon imports the moſt compleat 
Degree and Mode of Being, as {ubſifting wholly by it 
ſelt, and not in or by any other, either as a Subject of 
Inherence, or Dependence. So that it is a direct Con- 
tradition to the very Definition and Nature of the 
Thing, for the ſame Being to be a Parr and a Perſoz too. 
And conſequently that which makes the Soul the former, 
does irrefragably prove it not to be the other. 

Beſides, 1f the Soul in the Compoſition of a Man's 
Perſon, were an entire perſon it {elf, and, -as ſuch, con- 
curred with the Body towards the Conſtitution of the 
Man ; then a Man would be an Imperfect, Accidental, 
and not a Perfea, Natural Compoynd. He would be 
that which Philoſophy calls Uzum per Accidens, that is, 
a thing made up of two ſuch Beings, as cannor perfeCt- 
ly coaleſce and unite into one. For a Complete Being 
(as every Perſon eſſentially is) having received the ut- 
moſt degree of Subliftence, which its Nature can give 
it, if it comes afterward to be compounded with ano- 
ther Being, whether Complete, or Incomplete, it muſt 
neceſſarily make ſuch a looſe,unnatural Union and Com- 
poſition, But to aſſert, That the Perſon of a Man is 
{ſuch a compound, would be exploded by all who under- 
{t9od any thing of Natural Philoſophy. So that it would 
be a very idle thing to attempt any further Confutation 
of it. Let this Author overthrow theſe Reaſonings, and 
ſupport his Afertion againit them if he can. | 


| 2 But 
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But having thus diſproved the Perſonality of the Soul 
while in ConjunC&tion with the Body, I go on:to diſprove 
it alſo while in a ſtate of Separation from it: Which I 


do thus. Tf the Soul in ſuch a ſtate be a Perſon, then it 
is either the ſame Perfon, which the Man himſelf was, 


| while he was living and in the Body ; or it is another 
\.Perſon : But to Aſſert either of them, is extreamly Ab- 
ſard, and therefore equally Abſurd, that the Soul in 


{uch a ſtate-ſhould be a Perſon. 


And Firft, It is Abſurd' to affirm it to be the ſame 
Perſon. For a Perſon compounded of Soul and Body, as a 
Man is, and a ſimple uncompounded Perſon, as the Soul 
(ifa Perſon atall) muſt needs be, can never be numeri- 
cally one and the ſame. For that, differing from one a+ 
nother as $:p/e and Compound, they ditter as two things, 
whereof one implys a ContradiQtion: and Negation of 
the other. A Compound, as ſuch, including wit ſeve- 
ral parts compounding it. And a ſimple Being utterly 
tn all Parts and Compoſition. So that if a Man, 
while alive, be one Perſon,. and His-Soul after his Death 
be a perſon too, it is impoſſible for the- Soul: to be. one 
and the ſame Perſon with the Man.. 

And then for the other part of the Disjunftion. To 
Aſert, That _ aretwo diſtin Perſons, is as Abſird 
as the other, as drawing after it this Conſequence, viz. 
That it is one Perſon who lives well or ill in this World, 
to wit, The Man. Himſelf while he was perſonally in 
the Body ; and another Perſon; who paſſes out of the 
Body into Heaven, or. Hell, there to be rewarded, or 


a. (at leaſt till the RefurreCtion) for what-that 


other Perſon had done well or ll here upon Earth. And 
does not this look mightily agreeable to all the Principles. 
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tain, That whereſoever there are. two diſtin& Perſons, 
we do,. and muſt by all the Rules of Grammar and Lo- 
gick, ſay, That one of them 1s not the other ; and, 
where one is not the other, we-cannot in 'Truth, or Ju- 
ſtice ſay, Thatone ought to account for what was done, 
or not done by the other. But then, if it be intolerably 
Abſurd, (as no doubt it is) "Fhat the Soul in the other 
World ſhould not be reſponſible for what the Man him- 
felf in Perfon had done in this, then it is altogether as 
Abſurd and Intolerable, for any one to repreſent and 
ſpeak of theſe Things under ſuch Terms and Notions, 
as muſt neceſſarily throw all Diſcourſe and Reaſoning 
about them, into Paradox and Confuſion. 

But *tisneedleſs to infiſtany longer uponathing ſoclear, 
er to add-any other Arguments in ſo-plain a Caſe.. And 
indeed to:me, the Soul's thus changing its ſtate forwards 
and backwards, from one manner of Subſiſting to ano» 
ther, looks very odd and unnatural. As, that from an 
Incomplete ſtate in the Body, it ſhould paſs to a Perſonal 
and Complete ſtate out of the _— (which ſtate is.yet 
preternatural to it) and then fall back into an Incomplete 
ſtate again by its re-union to the Body at the, Reſurre- 
tion (which yet,one would think,ſhould rather improve 
our principal parts, in all reſpects, not merely relating to 
the Animal Life; as the bare HOES of them, TI am 
fure, does not.) Fheſe Things, I ſay, ſeem very uncouth 
and improbable, and ſuch as ought not, without mani- 
feſt Neceſſity, to be allowed of ; which here does not 
appear ; ſince all this Inconvenience may be-avoided, by 
holding, That the Soul continues but a Part of the whole 
Perſon, and no more, in all its Conditions. 

And thus having proved our Afſertion againſt the Per- 


 ſonality of the Soul, Whether in the Body, or out of it:; 


let us now ſee what may be oppoſed to it.. 
g And; 
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And here, I ſuppoſe, ſome will object, That the Soul 
ina ſtate of Separation, is not properly a Part, foraſ- 
much as it exiſts not in any Compound, nor goes to the 
Compoſition of it. To which I Anſwer, That an 
Actual Incexiſtence in a Compound, is not the only Con- 
dition which makes a Thing a part, butits Eſſential Re- 
lation to a Compound ; which Relation 1s founded part- 
Iy upon its Original Deſignation, and partly upon its Na- 
tural Aptitude to be an Ingredient in the Conſtitution of 
a Compound. And this Relation to the Compound, I 


- affirm the Soul toretain, even while it isTeparated from 


it ; as is evident from what both Philoſophers and Di- 
vines hold concerning the Soul, viz. That even in its 
Separation and DisjunCtion from the Body, it yet retains 
a {trong Appetite and Inclination (as well as an Efſential 
Aptitude) to return and be re-united tot : Which Re- 
union alſo we know will be effected at the great and laſt 
Day. 

Bur you will ſay, Does not the Scripture, in Feb. 12. 
23. ſpeaking of Bleſſed Souls in a ſtate of Separation 
from the Body, call them, The Spirits of uit Men made 


| perfett, Irdugm TH ENV TeTEA&wu wy 5 And if thoſe 


uſt Men were made Perfei?, muſt it not have been in 
reſpect of the Perfection of their Souls, ſince their Bodies 
were then Rotting, or (rather) rotten under ground ? 
And if they derived this Perfedtio» from their Souls, 
muſt not their Souls have been eminently perfe&t them- 
ſelves, which rendred them ſo ? And if perfe&t, can we 
deny them the perfeQton of Perſonality, which (as we 
have ſhewn)in Rational Beings,carries 1n it the greateſt 
Natural Perfection ? 
To all which I Anſwer, That the Perfe&tion here 
ſpoken of, is not Natural, but Supernatural; and relates 


only to the Conſummation of their Graces,and not to the 
Manner 


by 
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manner of their Sab/i/fexce. Which being the only 
Thing now in diſpute , This Scripture , which ſpeaks 
only of the former , can make nothing at all to the pre- 
ſent Purpoſe. | | 
Having thus evinced, That the Soul, notwithitand- 
ing its Se/f-Conſciouſneſs 15 neither during its Conjuncti- 
on with the Body, nor its Separation from it, properly 
a Perſon; and having withal ſhewn the grounds and 
Reaſons upon which I conclude it impoſſible to be fo, 1 
fhall however think it worth-while ſomething more par- 
ticularly to examine (as I promiſed) this Author's ex- 
traordinary and peculiar Notions of Perſoz and Ferſona- 
lity, as he applies them to the Soul , even while it is 
joined with the Body alſo. And firit in the 268th Page,. 
he diſcourſes of it in this manner. Al! the Sufferizgs 
(ayes he) and Ations of the Body, are attributed to the 
Man, though the Soul i the Perion, becauſe it is the Supert- 
our and Governing Power, and Corfftitutes the Perſor. 
Theſe are his words, and they contain a very pleaſant 
way of arguing, though wholly contrary to the com-- 
mon known Rules of Philoſophy. For according to 
theſe, one would, and muſt have concluded, That for 
this very Reaſon, That all the Actions and Sufferings of the 
Bogy (and he ought to have added of the:Soul too) are 
aſcribed to the Man, therefore the Man himſelf, to whom 
theſe Perſonal Ads are aſcribed, muſt indeed be the: 
Perſon, and that for the ſame reaſon alſo, rhe& Soul can- 
not be ſo. But our Author has a way of Reaſoning by 
himſelf. For (ſays he) The Soul is the Perſon, becauſe 
it Conſtitutes the Perſon. But for that very Caulſe, ſay I, 
The Soul 1s not the Perſo. For whatſoever Conftitutes 
a Perſon, muſt do it either efficiently, or formally. 'Thar 
is, either as a Principle producing it, or a Principle 


eampoundaing it. As for the firit way, whatſoever Con- 
ſtitutes- 
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ſtitutes a perſon-efficiently, muſt do it eirher by Creati- 
on, or Generation ; but this the Soul (asmuch a Sype- 
riour Power as it is) 1s not able to do. For will any one 
fay, That the Soul can either Create or Generate the 
Perſon, or (to ſpeak more plainly) the Man who is the 
Perſon? And then, for the other way, by which it may 
be4aid to Conſtirute a Perſon, to wit, formally, This 
it can do no otherwiſe than as it 15a Conſtituent Part, and 
therefore only as a Partial, and not a Total Adequate 
Cauſe of the Conſtitution. - 'That is, in other words, 
the Soul, as the Form, muſt concur with the Body as 
the Matter, to the Conſtitution of the whole Perſon of 
the Man. But then -for that very Reaſon again, the 
Soul cannot poſlibly*be a-Perſon, ' th it contributes to 
the Conſtitution of the Perſon only as a Part ; which, 
by reaſon of its Izcomplete Being, can upon no Principle 
of Philoſophy be a Perſon». And I would fain have this 
profound Ph:/oſoph#r give me bur one allowed Inſtance, 
where one Perſon is the conſtituent Principle of ano- 
ther. 

But to examine the forementioned Afertionyet more 
particularly, ſince this Man ſo peremptorily ſays, That 
the Soul is the Perſon, becauſe it is the Superiour Power, and 
Conſtitutes the Perſon. I muſt tell him, That the Supe- 
riour Power is not therefore the ſole Power, and conſe- 

uently cannot ſolely Conſtitute the Perſon, which yet 
this Author pretends it does. If indeed he had faid, 
That the Soul as the Saperiour Power bears the chief and 

rincipal part in the Conſtitution of a perſon, this had 

een \aky but by no means ſufficient for his purpoſe ; 
for ſtill this would not prove the Soul to be a Perſon, 
(which he contends for) but on the contrary, by pro- 
ving it to concur thereto only as a Part, demonfrate it, 
upon the ſame Account not to be,a Perſoy. 
But 
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But this is not all, for in Page 169. he calls the Mind 
of Man-a Perſon, and thus Diſcourſes about it. Fa- 
culties, (fays he) Vertues and Powers have Perſonal Adts 
and Offices aſcribed to them only upon the Account of their 
Unity and Sameneſs with the mind in which they are, which 
is a Perſon, and Aits by them, Now this allo is very 
odd and ſtrange (could any thing in this Author, which 
is odd, be #range too;) For the thing Aﬀerted by 
him amounts to neither more nor leſs than this, That 
Powers, Faculties, and Vertues have perſonal  AQts afcri- 
bed to them upon the account of their Unity and Same- 
neſs with that, which ir ſelf neither is, nor can be a 
Perſon-; as we have abundantly proved, That the Mzizd 
of Man, (taking it in his ſenſe for the Sou!) cannot be. 
And for his further Conviction, I could tell him of ſome- 
thing which has per/ozal Acts very remarkably aſcribed 
toit ; and yet neither for being it ſelf a Per/oz, nor 
for its Unity and Samereſs with the Mind, in which tt is, 
and which ſometimes acts by it. And that, if he plea- 
ſes to turn to 1 Corinth. 13. he will find to be that 
notable Grace and Virtue, called Charity ; which, bein 
but an Accident, T believe, rhat even this Author himſelf 
will not affirm to be a Perſox ; and, Iam ſure, as little 
can be ſaid for any UVnityor Sameneſs that it has with the 
Mind, which it is lodged in : Since, though it ſhould be 
utterly loſt,- the Mind would nevertheleſs retain all the 
Eſſentials of a Mind, and continne as truly a Mind, as it 
was before : "Which, I think, is but an ill Argament of 
any Unity or Sameneſs between the Mind and that ; 
and this being indubitably true,all that this Author here 
diſcourſes about perſonal ACts being aſcribed to the 
Mind, and about their Idertiry with the Mind, as the 
Reaſon of it, is with equal miſtake and impertinence al- 
ledged by him in this caſe. = he might and _—_ 
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have known, That perfoxal Afts are- often aſcribed to 
Faculties, Vertues, and Graces, not 1n ſtridt propriety of 
- Philoſophical ſpeaking, bur Tropically and Figuratively, 
by a Figure(which he ſhall hear further of hereafter)cal- 
led Proſopopeia ; which repreſents Things, that are not 
Perſons, ſpeaking and doing as if they were ſo. 

Bur beſides this, there are here two Things which 
this Author takes for granted, which yer fuch dull 
Mortals as my ſelf will be apt a litrle ro demurr to. 

As Firft, That he takes the Mizd and the Soulof Man 
for one and the ſame br 97 69e- very Learned Men, 
both Grammarians and Philoſophers hold, "That in Men 
there is a great difference between Animus and Anima ; 
and that as Anima imports the Spiritual Subſtance 
which we call the Soul, ſo Azimws ſignifies only 
a Power or Faculty, viz. The Supreme IntelleQu- 
al, Reafoning, Governing Faculty of the Soul, or at 
leaſt, the Sout it ſelf conſidered, as exerting the fore- 
mentioned As. But whether it be one or the other, 
we have ſufficiently pe againft this Authour, Thar 
neither - them can _ pe: it . 

The other Thi re ſuppoſed by him, is the Un 
or Samexeſs of Fn cranes or Faculties of the Soul, with | 
the Soul it ſelf; which yet the Peripateticks generally,and 
moſt of the Sohool-men with Thomas Aquinas in the 
Head-of them do poſitively deny, and think th 

ive very good Reaſon for fuch their Denial. For if 
SGances and Accidents are Beings really diſtin, and 
if —_— be Accidents, and the Powers and Faculties 
of the Soul come under the ſecond Species of Quality, 
as Ariſtotle reckons them, then it is manifeft , that they 
are really diſtinguiſhed, and that there is no. Identity 
between them. .. Nor does there want a further Reaſon 
for the lame. For, fince the bare S»b/fance or __ 
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CHAPTER III. 


of the Soul, conſidered nakedly 1n it ſelf, may rational- 
ly be ſuppoſed undetermined, and therefore Indifferent 
to all thoſe Ats or Attions that naturally proceed from 
it ; and ſince withal, bare Objects can of ghemſelves nei- 
ther enable nor diſpoſe the Agent to exert any ACtion, 
there ſeems a Neceſfity of afferting the Intervention of 
ſome Third Thing diſtin& from both, which may thus 
enable, diſpoſe, and determine the Soul to exert it felf in 
ſuch a particular way of aQting rather than another,ſfuta- 
bly to the ſeveralObje&ts which ſhall come beforeit; which 

thing is properly thar Quality reſiding in the Soul, which 
we call a Faculty or Power, And this to me ſeems the true 
Philoſophy of the matter. But I need not here prefs 
the Deciſion of the Caſe one way or other ; as not dire- 

aly affeQting the Point in debate between us. Only I 

thought fit to ſuggeſt theſe Remarks, to check this 

Author's bold unwary way of dictating and affirming in 

things diſputable and dubious, and to remind him how 

much it becomes and concerns one that writes Contro- 
verſies, to be more liberal in Ins Proofs, and leſs laviſh in 

his Aſſertions. | 

But before I quit this Point about the Perſonality of the 

Soal ; ſince this Authour has fo abfolutely and exprefly 

affirmed, That the Soul, or Mind = Mar is a Perſon, and 

given this for the Reaſon of it, That being the Superiour 

Governiag Power in Man, it does, as ſuch, Coni#itute the 

Perſoz ; over and above the Arguments which have 

been already brought for the Confutationof it, I defire 

to leave with him two or three Queſtions, which ſeem 

naturally to riſe from this Wonderful Poſition. As, 


Firſt, Whether the Soz/, or Mind of Man be oe 
Perſon, and the Man himſelf Another ? 


M 2- Secohdly, 
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Secondly, Whether the aſſerting of the Soul to be x 
Perſon, becauſe it Conſtitutes the Perſon, does not infer {© 
much, viz. "That the Soul 1s the Perſon that Conſtitutes, 
and the May the Perſon that u Conitituted; unleſs we will 


- fay, That the Soul Conftitutes it ſelf a Perſon ? And then, 


Thirdly, Whether to ſay, or affert this, does not in- 
fer Two diſtinit Perſonalities in the ſame Soul, one in or- 
der of Nature before the other, viz. Thar, by which 
it is it ſelf formally a Perſon, and that other, which by 
its Conſtituting it ſelf a Perſon, 1s Coxſtitated and cauſed 
by ite x 
" But ſince it is too hard a Fask to-drain any one Ab- 
furdity (eſpecially a very great one) ſo, as to draw 
forth and repreſent all its naturally deſcending Confe- 
quences, I deſire the Author with the utmoſt (if Im- 
partial) ſtriftneſs ro compare the foregoing Queſtions 
with his own Afertion and to ſee, Firſt, Whether they 
do not direQly fpring from it : And next, Whether the 
Matter couched under the ſaid Queſtions, if drawn out 
into ſo many Poſitive Propofitions, would not afford as 
many Intolerable Defiancesto Common Senſe, Reaſon 
and Philoſophy. But thus it is, when Men will be Wri- 
ting at Thirty, and ſcarce Thinking till Threeſcore. 

Bur ro proceed and ſhew, 'That it is not only the Soul, 
or Mind of Man which our Authour dignifies with the 
Naye and Nature of a Perſoz; but that he has almoſt 
as free an hand in making every thing he meets with a 
Perſon, as K. Charles the Second had in making almoſt e- 
very Perſoz he met with, a Kyight ; (So that it was ve- 
ry dangerous for any one. who had an- Averſion to 
Knighthood, to come in his way, ) our Author, out of 
the hike Over-flowing Communicative Goodneſs wm Li- 

era- 
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berality, is graciouſly pleaſed, to take even the Beaſts 


themſelves into the Rank and Order of Perſons; in 
ſome imitation, I ſuppoſe, of the Diſcreet and Humble 
Caligula, ſo famous in Hiftory for making his Horſe Cox- 


ſul. 'And for this, Let us caſt our Eyes upon page 262. 


where he has theſe words, worthy (iz ſempiternam ret 
memoriam) to: be wrote in Letters of Gold. 4 Beaſf 
(fays he) which has no Rational Soul, but only an Animal 
Life (as « Man has together with an Humane Soul) is a 
Perſon, or Suppoſitum, or what you will pleaſe to call it. 
But, by your favour, Good Sir, the Matter is not ſo 
indifferent; for Per/oz and Suppoſitum,are by no means the 
ſame Thing ; and I pity you with all my heart, that 
you ſhould think ſo. For any ſingle Complete Nature 
aCtually fubſiſting by it ſelf, is properly a Sppoſitum,, but 
not therefore a Perſon, For as Subſiſtexce ſuperadded to 
Nature, Conſtitutes a Sappoſitum, ſo Rationality added to 
Suppoſitality, Conftitutes a Perſoz ; which is therefore 
properly defined Syppoſitum Rationale, or Intelligens, as 
we have ſufficiently ſhewn already in our Second Chap- 
ter : So that to call a Beaſt a Perſon, 1s all one as to call 
it a Rational Brute : Which this Author, who can ſo ea- 
fily reconcile Contradictions, or (which may ſerve him 
as well) ſwallow them, may do, if he pleaſes; and (0 
#and alone by himſelf in this, as well as (he ſays) he had 
done in ſome other Things. But others, who think 
themſelves obhged to ufe Philoſophical Terms only as 
Philoſophers intended them, dare not venture to ſpeak 
thus, for fear Ari/torle ſhould bring an Aion of Battery 
againſt them ; who certainly has 4 Pate to break as well 
as Priſcian, and 1s as ſenſible of hard uſage, how pati- 
ently ſoever he has took it hitherto at this Author's 
hands. But to give the-ſaid Author his due, he is not 
fomuch « Slave to-his word, as to ſpeak the ſame Thing 

in 
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in all places of his Book. For, to quote his own Au- 
thority (though of little value, but when brought a- 
eainſt himſelf) in page 62. of this very Traft, he has 
theſe words. A Perſoz ({ays he) avd au Inceligent Subs 
Stance are Reciprocal Terms, And, are they fo! Wh 
how then comes a Beaſt, in page 269. to be 4 Perſon ? Is 
a Beaſt an Intelligent Subſtance? Or, can a Beaſt be a 
Perſoz, and yet not an Intelligent Subſtance, when he af- 
firms, That they are Terms Reciprocal ? IfT havenot 
quoted this Author fairly and juſtly, let the Advantage 
be his, and the ſhame mine. But if I have, then let all 
the Learned and Impartial World (which I appeal to; 
judge, whether one who talks thus Ignorantly and Selt- 
ContradiQtioully about the Nature of a Perſoz, be fit to 
preſcribe to the whole Church New Terms and Mo- 
dels never heard of before, to explicate the Per/oxs of 
the Sacred Trizity by. But the Truth is, the diſtance 
between the 69. and the 262. pages, was ſo great, and 
the Contradictions which paſſed within that compaſs fo 
Numerous, that how groſs and bulky ſfoever this one 
might be, yet with the help of a little good luck, it 
might well eſcape the Author's Eye in ſuch a Crowd. 
And perhaps, it had been never the worſe luck for 
the Author .Himſelf, if it could as eaſily have eſcaped 
the Reader's Eye too. 

And now, to ſum up in ſhort, the Chief Heads of 
what has been treated of in this Chapter , I bave pro- 
ved againſt this Authour, That Self-Conſciouſneſs is not 
the formal Reaſon of Perſonality in Created Beings. 
And thatfirſt by an Argument drawn from the very Na- 
ture of the Thing ; For that, Self-Coxſciouſneſs preſup- 
ſes Perſonality, and therefore cannot be the formal 
efſon of it. As alſo from two Notable Tnſtances, 


One of the Humanity, or Humane Nature of _ 
| e 
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'The other of the Soul of Man in its ftate of Separation 
from the Body : Both of which I have ſhewn to be per- 
fectly Self-Conſcious of all the Internal AQts, Motions 
and Paſſions reſpeQtively belonging to each of them; and 
yet that they were, neither of them, Perſozs. And 
purſuant to this Subject, I have, by clear, and ſolid 
Reaſons overthrown the pretended Perſonality of the 
Soul, both in a ſtate of Conjunction with the Body,and of 
DisjunCtion from it ; which in both is aſſerted by this 
Author. And Laſtly, IT have examined his Abſurd Un- 
philoſophical Afertions about theſe Matters; in one 
whereof, he aſcribes a Perſonality even to Beaſts them- 
ſelves. By all which, it is but too maniteſt againſt this 
Aſſuming big-talking Man, that, as loftily as he carries 
it, yet in very Deed and Truth he does not underſtand 
what thoſe Terms Suppoſitum and Subſiftence, Perſon and 
Perſonality mean. So fit is he (as T have ſaid) to treat 
of rhe Divine Perſons of the God-head ; whom yet he has 
made fo bold with. 

And here I ſhould judge it high time to conclude this 
Chapter ; but that, methinks, it is pity to leave this 
fine Trim Notion of HEINE {o; without ta- 
king a little further View of the Curious Artifice and 
admirable Contrivance of ſo rare a produCtion. For if 
it were not ſuch, could this Authour vaunt of it at fucty 
arate as he does, pleafing himſelf, and proclaiming his 
"Bupyxg , wpmg , as upon an Invention ( forſooth 
which all Antiquity before him could never yet reach 
£0 ! 

Nevertheleſs to deal clearly and plainly amongſt 
Friends, fuch a Cheating, Lurching thing does this Ex- 
pectation ufually prove, that after all thefe Pompous 
Shews, and Glorious Boaſts of Self-Conſciouſneſs, Self= 
Conſciouſneſs, uſhered in with twenty G— 
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leaſt) like ſo many Heralds, or Tip-ftaves, or (rather) 
Yeomen of the Guard marching betore it ;- yet, in Truth, 
after all this noiſe, it 1s, /hke an - Owl ſtripp'd of 
its Feathers) but a very Mean, Meagre, Ordinary 
Thing ; being, in down-right Terms, neither. more 
nor leſs than only oze Property of 'a Rational, or Intelligent 
Being ; by vertue whereof, the Soul is (as the Schools 
expreſs it) Supra. ſe Reflexiva, that is to ſay, Able by 
a Reflex Act of Knowledge, intimately to know and 
conſider it ſelf, and its own Being, together with its own 
AQts, Motions, and Operations. This is the Sum To- 
tal of the Matter, and all that*Se/f-Conſcionuſneſs is, or 
can truly pretend to be. | 

And, (which is yet a further Diminution to it) as 
poor and mean a Notion as it is, it 1s Borrowed too. But 
you will ſay, From whom ? Why ? Even from Ho- 
neſt Des Cartes, and his Cogito ergo ſum. Only with 
this unhappy difference in the in apy of it, That 
this Propoſition, which Des Cartes lays as the Baſis and 
Ground-work of his Philoſophy, our Author places with 
its Heels upwards in his Divinity. For whereas Des 
Cartes infiſts upon Cogitation, _ to prove and infer 
Being, as one would prove a Cauſe from its Effe&ts, or 
rather an Antecedent from its Conſequent : our Author 
on the contrary, makes Cogitation the very Cauſe and 
Principle of Being and Subliſtence, by making it the 
formal Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſonality in the Perſon 
who Thinks, or Reflects ; than which nothing can be 
more falſe, and ridiculous. 

And this, according to the Trueſt, and moſt Philoſo- 
phical Account of the Thing, is the very utmoſt which 
this New, and ſo much bragg*d of Notion amounts to. 
And I do hereupon Challenge this Author to prove theſe 
two Thingsif he can. PLP 73 

= | Firſt, 
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Firſt, That the Self-Conſciouſneſs hitherto ſpoken of 
by him is any rg more than a bare Property of an 
Intelligent Being, whereby it reflects upon it ſelf, and 
its own Thoughts and Actions, | 

And 1n the next place, That ſuch a Property does, or 
can Conſtitute the Being or Nature which it flows from, 
and belongs to, properly 4 Perſoz. > | 

Theſe two things, I ſay, I call upon him to: prove ; 
and if he does not. by dint of Argument make them good, 
he expoſes a poor, ſenceleſs, infant Hypotheſis to the 
wide World, and then very unmercifully leaves it to 
ſhift for it ſelf. . In fine, I cannot but again and again 
own my Amazement at the Confidence of ſome bold 
preſuming Men, who ſet up for Enlightners of the 
Church, and new Modellersof Divinity in the-ſtrength- 
of ſome odd-upſtart Notions, which yet are not able to 


acquit, or ſizpport themſelves pox, and much leſs againſt - 


the very firſt Elements and Principles, of a long tryed, 
and never yet baffled Philoſophy.. 


CEO CONES RAO I ALIAGY Yarns OE" , my 
98 


SKA IEA 5 Ft "OY : 


"WL 


CHAT It 


In which is proved againſt this Author, T hat neither 
is Self-Conſciouſneſs the formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality in the three Perſons of the Bleſſed 
Trinity ; nor Mutual-Conſciouſneſs the Rea- 

ſon of their Unity in one and the ſame Na- 


Fure. 


thrown our Author's Notion of Self-Corſciouſneſs, 

ith reference to Created and Finite Perſons , T/ſhall 

now proceed to the Confideration of what he ſaysof it 

with reference to the three Perſons in the Glorious God- 
head. And this I ſhall do under theſe followin 
Heads, which ſhall be the Subjetts of five diſtin 


Chapters. As, 


Ht thus examined, and ( as I think ) over- 
wW 


Firſt, I ſhall treat of his two new Notions, viz. of 
Se rs onſciouſneſs, and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, and ſhew, 
That Self-Conſcionſneſs is not the formal Reaſon of Perſq- 
zality in the three Divine Perſons, nor Mutual-Conſciouſ: 
ze(5 the Reaſon of their Unity in one and the ſame Na- 
ture. -And this we have here allotted for the buſineſs 
and Subject of this 4th Chapter. 


Secondly, I ſhall prove, That the Three Divine Per- 
ſons of the Godhead, are. not Three Diftini?, Tyfinite 
Minas, or Spirits, in the 5th Chapter. 

Thirdly, 


Is » o 5 \ a Y 
imaduer Ions, GC. 
. 


Oodle, vn Aj, 
Mgt I”. k " 
CC Nr Sa © > 
o ES - St ge 2 


$72 


HLBRN 2g + TP © 3c eny THIN EE dls ag es LEES Sr " C OE CID III Ip 
FOO IA INN XI : AIG : p : - ON IP : NT TIRE rs ? 
W-? x - 
£ o 
4 o 


Thirdly, I ſhall Conſider, what this Author pretends 
to from the Authority of the Fathers and School-men, 1n 
behalf of his New invented Hypotheſis, and ſhew, That 
they ſpeak nothing at all for it, or towards it ; And this 
ſhall make the 6th and 7th Chapters. 


Fourthly, T-ſhall ſer down the Ancient and generally 


\ received Doctrine of the Church and Schools concerning 


the Article of the Trinity, and Vindicate it from this 
Author's Exceptions, in the 8th Chapter. 


And whenT ſhall have diſcuſſed and gone over theſe: 
Particulars, I cannot imagine what can- be found Conſi- 
derable in this his Book ({o far as L have undertook it) 
but what will have receiyed hereby a full and ſufficient 
Anſwer. | 

Though, when all is done, I confeſs I have ſome fur- 
ther Complements to make to this Author upon ſome 0- 
ther Accounts (though ſtu] occaſioned by this Work of 
his) which, I ſhould be extremely wanting both to him 
and the Cauſe now before me, d I not, with all 
due Addreſs, paſs upon him. And this will add three 
or four Chapters more to the former, and ſo conclude 
this Wark. 


And Firſt, To begin with the-firſt of theſe, I ſhall 
endeavour to prove, That Se/f-Conſcionſneſs is not the 
formal Reaſon of Pexſonality in the Three Divine Per- 


ſons. | 


In order to which, I ſhall premiſe and lay down | 
theſe. following Conſiderations. | 


 Gonſideration 1... That although the Divine Natur: 
be one Pure, Simple, Indivifible A&, yet in our Con- 
N 2. ceptl- 
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ceptions of it (which are always inadequate-to it) there 
is a Natural Order of Pri#s and Pofterius founded in the 
Univerſal Reaſon of Things (according to which, the 
Conception of one Thing preſuppoſes, and depends 
upon the Conception of another) which, though'it can 
make no Prizs and Poiterizs in the Divize Natere, yet is 
by no means to be contradited, or confounded in our 
diſcourſing of God; foraſmuch as. without our admit- 
ting this Rule it is impoſſible for -any Humane Under- 
ſtanding either-to Concewve, or Diſcourſe conſiſtently, 
or intcll1gibly of Him at all. 


Conſideration 2, (Which, TI think, affords us a Rule 
ſafely and univerſally to be relied upon) is this, That 
in Things having a dependence between them, where 
we may form to our ſelves a clear and diſtin& Conce- 
ption of one Thing, without implying, or involving in 
1t the Conceptian of any other 'Thing, there that Thing 
is in- Order of Nature precedent. to all thoſe Things 
which are not eſſentially included in the Conception of 
it. Thus, for inftance, we may have a-clear and di- 
ſtin& Conception of Extity and Being, and of Unity too, 

without entertaining in our Mind, at the ſame time, any 
' Notion, or Conception of k»owledge at all:;. and there- 
fore the Ratio Ertitativa of any Thing muſt needs in 
Nature precede the Ratio Cognitiva, or rather Cognoſcibi- 
lis of the ſame. VCR 

Conſideration 3, We muſt —_— between- the 
Aﬀe@tions, or Modes of Being (as they are ftriatly ſo 
called) and between the Arrribates of it. The firſt ſort 
are reckoned of the ſame Order with Bezzg it ſelf, and 
Jo precede whatſoever is conſequent upon it, as th#At- 
tributes of 1t are accounted to be; which relate to the 
Being 
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| 'Cuarrer IV. © 
Being or Subject they belong to, as things in Order of 
Nature Poſterior to it. Accordingly .in the firſt rank 
are Exiſtence, Sabſiſtence, Perſonality, &c. and in the ſe- 
cond are all Acts he ny map a Nature, or Subjedt fo Sub- 
ſiſting ; whether they be of Kpowledge, Volition, Power, 
Duration, or the like : The Denominations derived from 
which, are properly called Attributes. | 


Conſideration 4, Though there can be no Accidents 
inhering in God, yet there may be 4:c:dental Predicati- 
ons belonging to him. And I call thoſe Accidental, 
which are not Neceſſary, or Eſſential. Such as are all 
Extrinſecal Denominations of him founded on ſuch Ads 
of God, as were perfectly free for him to do, or not to 
do ; nothing in the Divize Natare obliging him thereto. 
Of 'which number are the Dexzominations, or  Predicates 
of Creagour, Redeemer, and the like : Since there was 
nothing in God that made it neceſſary for him to be ſo. 


Conſideration 5. When the Terms .{Cadſe, | Formal 
Reaſon, Conſtituent, or produttive Principle, and the like] 
are uſed about the Divine Nature, and Perſons, they are 
not to be_ underſtood as applicable to them in the {tri& 
and-proper ſignification of the ſaid Terms, but only by 
way of Analbgy ; asreally meaning no more than a Cau- 
fal, or Neceſſary Dependence of one Notion, or Con- 
ceptus objeftivus upon another ; ſo that it is impoſſible 
for the Mind to Conceive diſtinttly of the one, but as 
depending upon, or proceeding from the other. 


Conſideration '6. That the Divine Nature may with 
all fair Accord to the Rules of Divinity and Philoſophy 
be Confidered as Preſcinding, or Abſtraiting (though not 
as divided) from the Divine Perſons. | 

Confiaeration 
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_ in the Divine Nature thus Conſidered, is equal- 
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Conſideration 8. That whatſoever i is the proper For- 
_ Reaſon of Perſonality, 1s utterly Incommunicable to 
Thing, or Perſor beyond, or beſide the Perſon to 

wa Mii it belongs. | 


C warn 9. That for any Abſolute Perfeftion eſ- 
ſentially included,or implyed in the Divine Natere to be 
multiplyed in the Three Perſons belonging to it, is a mani- 
feſt Multiplication' of the Divine Natare it falF in: the 
{aid Perſons. By which weare given to underſtand the 
difterence between the Multiplication, and the Communi- 
cation of the Divine Natureto thoſe Perſons. 


Theſe Rules, T:thought fit to draw up and lay down 
| before-hand, in order to the-uſe which we ſhall have of 
them in the enſuing Diſputation. 

And ſo I proceed to my 4 uments againſt this Au- 
thor's New. Notion of Se/f-Conſciouſneſs,” with reference 
—_— Perſons of the Bley Tan, Ap: the Firſt is 

S: 


(arqsr4 I. No Perſonal AQ can be the formal "NY 
he 0 f Peron in the Perſon, whoſe AC it is. * But 
pry 0 fr cnet is = Per of A, and therefore Self- 


ſciouſneſs ihe formal Reaſon of Perſonality 

e Perſon, whoſe AQ i it is, and to whom perſoxally it 
belongs The Minor, I ſuppoſe , neither our Author- 
elf, nor any one elſe, can deny. For if Self-Con- 
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fſeiouſneſs be not a Perſona! Act, let any one afſign what 
elſe it is,or what it ought to paſs for. It is certainly an A& 
of Knowledge, by which each Per/oz knows and com- 
prehends himſelf, and whatſoever belongs to him. The 
Major Propoſition therefore is to be proved, viz. Thar 
no Perſonal A&t can be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality 
in the Per/oz whoſe Att it is. And I prove it thus: The 
formal Reaſon of every Thing, is in order of Nature, be- 
fore the Thing of which it is the formal Reaſon ; but no 
Perſonal A&t is, in order of Nature, before the Perſona- 
lity of the Perſon whoſe A&Et it is, and therefore it can- 
not be the formal Reaſon of his Perſonality. The Major 
is Self-evident. And as for the Minor , That no Per/o- 
al A&t is before the Perſonality of the Perſon whoſe At 
it is; This alſo is manifeſt ; Becauſe ſuch an Aft cannot 
be before the Perſon himſelf, and therefore not before 
his Perſonality : For as much as his Perſonality is that by 
which he is formally a Perſoz ; fo that it is impoſlible to 
be before the one without being before the other too. 


And now, that it cannot be before the Per/oz himſelf, is 


manifeſt from hence, that as every Perſonal A&t in ge- 
neral bears a Relation of Pofteriority to the Perſox to 
whom it belongs, as to the Cauſe or Productive Princi- 
ple of all the AQts proceeding from Him ; ſo this parti- 
cular AEt of Self-Conſciouſneſs, bears a Treble Relation 
of Poſteriority to the Perſon whoſe ACt it is, viz. as te 
the Agent or Prizciple producing it. 2. As to the Sub- 
jeet Recipient of it, and ſuſtaining it. And Thirdly and 
Laſtly, As to the Obje which it 15 terminated to. Al! 
which ReſpetQts it ſuſtains, not barely as it is an A&t, but 
partly as it is an Immanent Ad, and:partly alſo a Reflex 
Att | 


* In the firſt place therefore, | every Perſon being the 
Agent, or ProduCtive Cauſe of all the perſonal Acts iffu- 
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ing from Him, he muſt upon that Account, m' Order of 
Nature, precede the faid As ; and conſequently every 


Divine Perſon muſt in Nature be beforethat Aft of Se/f- | 


Conſciouſneſs, which perſonely belongs. to him. And more- 
over ſince 1t is likewiſe an Immanent ACt, it relates. to 
him, as the Subject in which it ts, as well as the Cauſe from 
which it i5, and upon that. Account alſo, muſt bear a Na- 
tural Poſteriority to Him. And then laſtly, as it is alfo- 
a Reflex Ad, by which the Perſon knows himſelf to be 
a Perſon, andis Conſcious to Himſelf,, what: he is, and 
what he does, it terminates upon him as its. Obje& alſo. 
So that the Cauſe, the Sabjed,- and the Objedt of this AQt 


being the-ſame Perſon, in this laſt reſpeQ, no leſs than 


in the two former, it bears another and: third Relation: 
of Poſteriority to Him ; ſince eyery Act, not productive 
of ſomething beſides, and without the Agent, is in 
Order of Nature Poſterior ' to the: Object it terminates 
upon. 
[From all which I conclude, That that Act of Sel/f- 
Conſciouſneſs, by which each Divine Per ſon knows, or is. 
Conſcious to Humſelf of. his own Perſonality, cannot be 
the Formal Reaſon of the {aid Perſonality, without being, 
in Order of Nature, both before it, and after it too, viz. 
Before it, as it 15 the Formal Reaſon of it, and- yet Po#e- 
rior to it, as it is an AQ proceeding. from, lodged and re- 
cerved in, and-laſtly, Terminated _ the ſame Perſon. 
All which is ſo-very plain, that hardly can-any Thing. 
be-plainer : And indeed, the very word Self-Conſciouſ- 
neſs contradifts and overthrows its being the ground, or 
Formal Reaſon of Perſonality. For ftill Self muſt be 
before Corſcionſneſs; and Self* unports Perſonality ; as 
being that, by which a Perſon is faid to be, what he is ; 
and they both ſtand-united in this gne Word, as the Ac 
and the Objet, and therefore. Conſciouſneſs cannot be the 


Reaſon 


3 as : we 
#43. FT 6 FLY _— *- 4 4 (4 ' <L, A w 8 J XD ” <> an 
* (be $f bn WL EIS. fo, <5 Wm IL-0 F - 
" Wh NE * "__ Po # : 
r \ ” id 


CrHarerTtr TV. 


Reaſon of it. Or to expreſs the ſame Thing by other 
Terms, Self-Subſiſtence muſt precede Self-Conſciouſneſs, 
and Self-Subſiftence here implys Perſonality ; and there- 
fore Perſonality, upon the ſame Account, muſt mm Na- 
ture precede Se/f-Conſciouſneſs, and conſequently cannot 
be the formal Effef, or Reſult of it. - For, ſurely, ac- 
cording to the moft Eſſential Order of Things, « Perſo; 
uſt be what he is, before he can kxow what he js. 

And this Argument, I confeſs, being founded upon 
the Priority of Subſiſtence to all As, and particularly to 
thoſe of knowledge in every Perſon. Self-Conſcions, does, 
and muſt Univerfally run through all Inſtances, in which 
Perſonality and Self-Conſciouſneſs, with reference to one 
another, come to be treated offs And as it aftes Self- 
Conſciouſneſs, 10 it will equally take place in Mutual-Con- 
ſcronſneſs too. 

What Allowances are to be here made for the abſo- 
lute Szwplicity, Eternity, and Pare Attuality of the Di- 
vine Nature and Perſons, (when theſe Notions are ap- 
.- g's to them) we have already obſerved, in the firſt 
of thoſe Preliminary Conſiderations mentioned in this 
Chapter. The proper uſe and deſign of all which No- 
tions, 1s to lead, guide, and direct our Apprehenſions 
about that Great Objef, ſo much too big for our Nar- 
row Facalties ; 1o that whatſoever contradicts the Natu- 
ral Order of theſe Apprehenſions ' ought upon no/ grond 
of Reaſon to be admitted in our Diltourſts of the Di- 
vine Nature, how much ſoever it may and does tran- 
{cend the ſaid Apprehenſions. And this muſt be allow- 
ed us, or we mult {ink under the vaſt Diſproportion of 
the thing beforeus, and nor diſcourſe of it at all. For 
L cannot think, that the Word Se/f-Conſcionſneſs has 
brought the Dezry one jot lower to us, or raiſed our 
Underſtandings one degree higher and nearer to that. 

: O Argument 
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Argument IT. My Second Ay, wme;'t againſt Self-Cop-- 
ſcioaſveſs being the Formal Regs ot Perſonality in the 
Diving Perſons, is this: Nothing in the Natare of it 
Abſolute and Irrelative can be the Formal Reaſon of Per- 
ſonality in the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity ; but Self- 
Conſciouſneſs is in the Nature of it I and Irrelative ; 
and therefore it cannot be the Reafſon- of perſonality in 
any of the ſaid Perſons. 

Now the Major Propoſition is proved thus. Nothing 
in the Nature of it Abſolute can be the Formal _— 
of any Thing in the Nature of it purely and perfectly 
Relative. But the Perſonality of every one of the D:- 
vixe Perſons is purely and perfectly Relative ; and there- 
tore Nothing Abſo/ate can be the Formal Conſtituent 
Reaſon of their Perſonality. The Major of which Syl- 
logiſm is alſo manifeſt. For Things Eſſentially different, 
and thereby uncapable of being aftirmed of one another, 
cannot poſſibly be the Formal Reaſon of oneanother. And, 
that the Perſons in the _— Trinity are purely Relative 
to one another, and conſequently, that their Perfonali- 
ties are ſo many Relations , 1s no leſs evident from this, 
That Two of them relate to one another, as Father axd 
Son, and the Third to Both , as proceeding from Both ; 
and it is impoſſible for one Thing to proceed from ano- 
ther, eſpecially by a Continual Att of Proceſſion, with- 
out Tmporting a-Relation to that from which it ſo pro- 
ceeds ; ſo that the very perſonal Subſiſtenceof theſe Per- 


ſexs implys and carries init a Formal Relation, For 


the Father Subſiſts perſonally as a Father, by that Eter- 
nal Communication of his Nature to his Son ; which 
AQ, as proceeding from him, is called Gezeration, and 
renders. him Formally a Father, and as Terminated in: 
the Son, is called! Fi/;atioz, and Conſtitutes — 
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mally a Son ; and in like manner the Holy Ghoſt Sub- 


fiſts perſonally by that AEt of Proceſſion, by which he 
proceeds from, and relates to both the Farther and the 
Son. So that, that proper Mode of Subſiſtence (by which 
in ConjunCQtion with the D:wize Eſſence always included 
in it, each of them is rendred a Perſon) is wholly Rela- 
tive, and ſo belongs to one of them, that it alfo bears a 
Neceſlary reference to another. From all which, it 
undeniably follows, That the Three Perſoxs in the Bleſ- 
ſed Trinity, are in the Formal Conſtitution of them Re- 
lative to one another; and conſequently, That the 
Three Perſonalities, by which they become Formally 
Three Perſons, and are ſo denominated, are Three Eter- 
xal Relations. 

But now, for the Minor Propoſition in the firſt Syllo- 
giſm, viz. That Self-Conſciouſneſs is a Thing in the Na- 
ture of it Abſolute and Irrelative, that,I think,canneed but 
little Proof; it being that Act by which each Perſo in- 
timately knows, and is Conſcious to himſelf of his own 
Being, Atits, Motions, and every Thing perſonally be- 
longing to him ; ſo that, as ſuch, it terminates within, 
and looks no further than that one Per/o, whom it is an 
Entire Survey and Comprehenſion of. And as it is an 
Abſolute and Irrelative Term, ſo it may be Conceived di- 
ſtintly and fully without Conceiving, or implying the 
Conception of any Thing, or _ beſides. And 
now, what Relation does or can fuch an A& of Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs imply init ? It is indeed on the contrary, 
a direct ContradiCtion to all that is Relative, For it 
incloles the Perſo» wholly within himſelf; neither 
_— nor looking further, nor referring' to any one 
cle | 's 
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Tf it be here ſaid, That each Perſon, by an- A& of”. 


Self-C onſciouſmeſ, intimately knows the Relation which 
he ſtands in to the other T'wo Perſons. 
To this, I Anſwer Two. Things. 


7. That to know a Thing or Perſon to be Relative, or 
to be Conſcious of the Relation belonging to it or him, 
does not make that AEt of Knowledge to. be either a 
Relation, or of a Relative Nature. 


2, I Anſwer, That this very Thing proves Se/f-Coz- 
ſciouſneſs not to be the Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſonality, 
For, if the Father knows himſelf to be a Father by an 
AQt of Self-Conſciouſneſs, it is evident, That Self-Conſc> 
anſmeſs did not make him ſo : but that. he was a Father, 
and had the Relation of a Father, and thereby a Per/o: 
zality belonging to him as ſuch, in Order of Nature An- 
tecedent to this At of Self-Conſciouſneſs ; and therefore 
thar this Se/f-Conſciouſnefs cannot:be the Reaſon of the 
Relation,nor of the Parme implyed init. Foraſmuch 
as it is in ſeveral reſpects Poſterior to the Perſon whom 

t belongs to,as in the foregoing Argument we have abun- 
* dantly ſhewn. 

Bur to. take a pMrticular and diſtin Account of this 
Notion, in the ſeveral Perſons of the.Trinity ; Does 
the Farher become a Father by being Conſcious to himſelf, 
that he.is-ſo, or rather by.that.A& by which he Com- 
municates his Natare to, and thereby generates a Son ? 
Or.daes the Sox's Relation to the Father conſiſt: in his be- 
ing Carſcious to himfelf of this - Relation ? © Or Laſtly, 
does the Holy. Ghoſt proceed from the Father 'and the Son, 
and ſo perſoxally relate to both by that Act of Self-Conſci- 
ouſneſs, by which he is Conſcious to Iimſelf of this Pro- 


ceſſion.? All this is Abſurd, Unnatural, agd Impoſſible. For | 
4 . no. 
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no Perſon is related to another by that ACt of Se/f-Cor- 
[ciouſneſs, by which he knows and reflects Perſonally up- 
on himſelf. And yet it is certain, 'That fo be a Father, 1s 
a Relative Subſiſtence, and to be a Son depending upon 
the Father by an Eternal Act of Generation perpetu- 
ally begetting him, is alfo to have a Relative Subſiftence:; 
and Laſtly, to be Eternally proceeding from Both, as the 
Holy Ghoſt is, muſt likewiſe. import « Way or Mode of 
Subſifting altogether as Relative as the Two former. In 
which three ways of Subſi#exce conſiſt the Perſonalities 
of the Three Perſons reſpectively ; and upon theſe Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs can have no Conſtituting Influence at all ; 
as being an AQ quite of another Nature ; to wit, Ab/o- 
lute and Irrelative, and reſting wholly within the Perſon, 
whom it belongs to. | 

From all which, I conclude, "That 'Se/f-Conſcionſneſs 
neither is, nor can be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality 
in the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed: Trinity. And this 
Argument I take to have the force and clearneſs of a De- 
monstration... 


Argument ITT. The Third Argument is this; Tf Self- 
Conſciouſneſs be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality in the 
Three Divine Perſons, then there is no Repugnancy in 
the Nature and Reaſon of the Thing it ſelf, but that there 
might be Three Thouſand Perfons in the Dezry as well 
as Three. But this is Abſurd, and therefore ſo nwſt 
that be likewiſe from which-it follows. The Conſequence 
appears from this, That: there is no Repugnancy- but 
that there might be ſo many Self-Conſcionſneſſes, or Self 
oy ms Minas or Spirits, tor the Deity to Communicate 
it ſelf to : And therefore, - if Se/f-Conſciouſneſs be the 
Formal Reaſan of Perſonality, there is no Repugnancy, 
but that there naight be Three Thouſand Perſons in-the 
Godhead, as well as Three... The: 
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The Propoſition is proved thus. Becauſe this Repug- 
nancy (if there be any) muſt be either from the N4- 
ture of Self-Conſciouſneſs, in the ſeveral Self-Conſcious 
Minds or Spirits it belongs to, or from the Natare of the 
Godhead, which is to be Communicated to them. But 
it is from neither of them, For 

Firſt,there is nothing in the Nature of 1-0-4057 597 AY 

to hinder its Multiplication into never ſo great a Num- 
ber of Particulars ; but that there may be Three Thou- 
ſand, or Three Millions of Self-Conſcious Minds or Spr- 
rits,as well as Three. Nor, in the next place,is there any 
Repugnancy on the Part of the Goa-head, That Three 
Thouſand Self-Conſcious Spirits fhould ſubſiſt in it any 
more than that 'Three ſhould: For the Godhead conſidered 
preciſely and abſtractedly in it ſelf (and not as aQtually 
included in any Perſon) is as able to Communicate it 
{elf to the greateſt Number as to the ſmalleſt. 

If it be here ſaid, That the Three Perſozs are not on- 
4 Three Self-Conſcious Spirits , but alſo Three di- 
ſtint Infinite Se/f-Conſcious Spirits (as our Authour 
ſays they are, and of which, more in the next Chapter.) 
I Anſwer, That there may be as well Three Thouſand 
diſtin&t Infizite Spirits as Three, For Infinity is as much 
inconſiſtent with the leaſt Plurality of Infinites, as with 
the greateſt ; and therefore if it be no Repugnancy, that 
there ſhould be Three diſtinct Infizite Minds, neither is 
there that there ſhould be Three Thouſand. So that if 
Self-Conſciouſneſs be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality, 
there appears no Repugnancy either from the Nature of 
Sy onfeoafecſe, or the Number of the Spirits endued 
with it, nor from the [ſuppoſed] Irfiairy of the aid 
Spirits, no nor yet from the Nature of the God-head it 
ſelf, but that there might be Three Thouſand Perſops in 


it as well as Three. 
But 
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But how then comes there to be only Three ? Why, 
upon theſe grounds no other Reaſon can be aſſigned A. 
it, but only that it was God's free Determination that 
there ſhould be Three and no more. And then the Tr;- 
ity of Perſons muſt be an Effect of God's Will, and not 


a Neceſſary Condition of rhe Drvine Nature; and the 


further Conſequence of this muſt be, that the three Per- 
ſons are Three Created Beings , as proceeding from the 
tree Reſults of God's will, by vertue whereof they 
equally might, or might not have heen. 

But on the contrary our Author . himſelf holds Page 
129. /;ne 13. That the Three Perſozs are Eſſential to the 
Divine Nature, and ſo Eſſential to it, that they neceſ- 
farily belong to it in this number , azd can be neither 
more nor fewer than Three. And it this be ſo, I am 
fure itis a ContradiQtion that it ſhould be otherwiſe : for 
it is a Contradition, that that ſhould not be, which ne- 
ceſlarily is, and cannot but be. But now TI have proved, 
that there is no Repugnancy or ContradiCtion to the Na- 
ture of Things conſidered barely according to their Na- 
ture, that three thouſand Self-Conſcious Mizds or Spirits 
ſhould fubſift in the Godhead any more than that three 
{ſuch Spzri#s ſhould ſo ſubſiſt. And therefore if it be Ab- 
ſurd, and Impoſſible, (as undoubtedly it 1s) that fo 

Perſoxs ſhould belong to the Divine Nature , then 
muſt the Reaſon of this Abſurdity be fetched from ſome 
other "Thing, than either from Se/f-C:xſcionſneſs, with 
reference to the Divize Nature, or from the Divine 
Nature, ( conſidered in it ſelf abſtrattedly from al! 
Actual Perſoxality : ) for theſe, as we have ſhewn, 
afford no. ſufficient Proof of this Abſurdity. And 
therefore, I fay, ſome other Reaſo» muſt be found 
out, and aſſigned againſt it. And accordingly, let this 


Author produce ſuch an one (whatſoever it be) as ſhall. 
ſolidly 
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ſolidly and concluſively prove, That there cannot 'be 
'Three Thouſand Self-Conſcious Perſons belonging to the 
Godhead, and that from the Nature of the Thing it ſelf 
(as ſeveral ſich Reaſons may be brought) and I will un- 
dertake to him to prove, by the very ſame Reaſox and 
Arenment as Conchulively, 'T hat Self-Conſciouſneſs is not, 
cannot be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality in the Three 
Divine Perſons of the Trinity. In the mean time, by 
that kind of Arguing, which is called Dedudtio ad Ab- 
ſurdum , T have ſufficiently diſproved it, by ſhewing 
what an Intolerable Abſurdity muſt follow. the Aſſerting 
HK. 


Argument IV. The Fourth and Laſt Argument ſhall 
proceed thus. If Three diſtinct Se/f-Conſcionſneſſes For- 
mally Conſtitute T hree diſtin&t Per ſozal:ties,then Three 
diſtinct Se/f-Complacencies will Conftitute Three diſtin 
Perſonalities too. But our Author, I ſuppole, will not 
allow of the latter, and therefore neither ought he to aſ- 
ſert the former. 

The Conſequence is plain. Becauſe there 1s no Rea- 
{on alleagable (according to our Author's Hypotheſis) 
why Self-Complacency -may not tound a Perſonality as 
well as Self-Con{cionſneſs. 

For they are both of them equally diſtinet Internal 
AXQts in the Perſon whom they belong to ; and as to the 
Formal Effe& of each, an. Act of Se/f-Complacency ſeems 
to have the Preheminence ; ſince it 1s a greater PerfeEtion 
to be Uritedto an Infinite Good, that 1s, to the Deity, by 
way of Love and Adheſion, than barely by way of know- 
ledge and Intellettion. And Self-Complacercy 1s the for- 
mer, whereas Self-Conſciouſneſs riſes no higher than the 
latter. And conſequently ſince Self-C m_——_ 15 the 
more perfeCtive AQ of the two (knowledge of ww 

eng 
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being {till in order to''the Love of it) and fince withall 
Perſenalit is the moſt perfe&t way of Subſiſtizg, which 
any Natere is capable of, it ſeems-moſt rational to derive 
the perfeteſt way of Subſitexce, belonging to an Ixtell;- 
gent Being,from-the moſt Perfettive At of that Being ; if 
from any A# at all. | 

And now if this Author ſhould Object, That Se/f- 
Complacency is in Order of Nature Subſequent to Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs; and fo, 'that there. cannot be the ſame 
ground to make it the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality, that 
there is, to make Self-Conſcionuſneſs lo. 

I Anſwer, "That, CY tomy Principle, where- 
by I deny Self-Conſciouſneſs to be the Reaſon of Perſona- 
ity, becauſe it is poſtnate to Se/f-Subſiſtence, it 15, indeed, 
a good Reaſon ; but according to-our Author's Hy 
theſis, it is none atall. For if the —_ of Self-Snb- 
ſitence to Self-Conſciouſneſs (according to him) hinders 
not but that Se/f-Coxſciouſneſs may nevertheleſs be the 
Principle-or Reaſon of Perſonality, why ſhould the pre- 
cedency of Self-Conſciouſneſs to Self-Complacency, hinder 
Self-Complacency from being as proper a Reaſon or Princi- 
ple to found Perſonality upon, as the other. + 

All this I alledge only as an Argument ad Hominem ; 
and -defire this Author to confider, if any one ſhould 
borrow fome of that Boldneſs of him, by which he dif- 
ſents from all Antiquity, and confidently averr, That 
Self-Complacency is the Proper formal Reaſon of Perſonali- 
ty in each and every one of the Divine Peron! would have 
him, TI ſay, -confider by what Reaſon -or Argument, 
conſiſtent with-his New Opinion he could Conftute this 
other New Afſertion. 

. For my own part,” ſince I think as much may be ſaid 
for the one as for the other, I am ready to {et up -for 
Self-Complacency againlt his Self-Conſciouſneſs, when he 

| plea- 
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pleaſes; and will undertake to give as Reaſons for 
my Notion, as he can for his, and perhaps better; let 
him begin and enter into the Diſpute, as ſoon as he will. 
And as I ſhall oppoſe my Self-Complacency to his Self-Con- 
ſcronſneſs, fo 1 ſhall find out a Matuel-Complacency to V ye 
againſt his Mutual-C I too. And if any one 
ſhould here Obje&, That this and the like Diſputes are 
of that Nature, that the World 1s not like to be much 
Edified by them ; I, perhaps, think ſo as much as he : 
But that is no great matter;ſ{ince our Author is of ſo very: 
Benign a Temper, That he does not always Write only 
| for the Reader”s Eaification, but ſometimes for his Diver- 

# tOO. 
& Having thus given my Reaſons againſt this Author's 
New Notion of Self-Conſciouſneſs, both with reference 
to Perſons Create and Uncreate, and proved, That it 
neither is, nor can be the Forma! Reaſon of Perſonality 
in either of them : I ſhall now paſs to his other New 
Notion of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, whereby thoſe Perſons, 
who were diſtinguiſhed from one another by their re- 
ſpeCtive Self-Conſcionſneſſes, are United and made one in 
Nature by vertue of this —————— Con- 
eerning which Notionalſo, I muſt p or ſelf in the 
number of thoſe who are by no means ſatished with it, 
asof any ſuch peculiar Efficacy to the uſe and purpoſe it 
is here brought for. HEME 

And there are ſufficient Reaſons againſt it. In giving 
of which, as I muſt acknowledge, 'That that one Con- 
fideration of the Przoricy of Being (whether Eſſentially, 
or Perſonally confidered) together with the firſt Modes 
and AﬀeQtions of it, to any Ad of Knowledge Attributa- 
ble to the faid Being, is the Fundamental Principle upon 

S 


which I impugn Author*s New Hypotheſis ; fo it - 


does and (as I have noted) run through all, or 
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moſt of the parts of this Difputation, both about Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs and Matual-Conſcionſueſs too. And ac- 
cordingly, in the firſt place T Argue againſt it thus, 


Areument T, No At of Kyowledgecan bethe Formal Rea- 
ſon of an Unity of Nature inthe Perſons of the Bleſſed Tri- 
zity : Butan Aft of Matual-Conſciouſneſs,isan Attof Kpow- 
ledge; And therefore no Act of Mutaal-Conſciouſneſs can 
be the Formal Reaſon of an Unity of Nature in the Three 
Divine Perſons. The Major I prove thus. Every Act 
of Kowledge ſuppoſes the Unity of a Thing, or Being 

rom which that A&t flows, as Antecedent to it, and 
therefore cannot be the Formal Reaſon of the ſaid Being. 
For ſtill I affirm, that Beizg, and conſequently Unity of 
Being (which is the firſt Aﬀettion of it) muſt in Order 
of Nature precede Kyowledge, and all other the like Ar- 
tributes of Being. And if 10, no Attribute Subſequent 
toa Thing, can be the Formal Reaſon of that Thing, 
which it 1s thus, in Order of Nature, Subſequent to. 
For neither can Ozniſcience it ſelf (one of the greateſt 
and moſt acknowledged Attributes of the Divize Na- 
ture) be ſaid to be the Reaſon either of the Being, or of 
the Unity of the ſaid Nature : And therefore neither can 
any At of — whatſoever be ſo. This is my firſt 
Argument, which I think ſufficient fairly to propos, 
without any farther Amplification. 


Argument II. If Unity of Nature in the Dzivize 
Perſons be the Cauſe, Reaſon, or Principle of Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs in the ſaid Perſons, then their Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs 1s not the Cauſe or Reaſon of the Unity of 
their Nature : But the former is true, and therefore rhe 
latter is ſo too. 


>-Þ 4 | AS 
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As for the Conſequence of the Major Propoſition, it 
is as evident, as, that Nothing can be the:Cauſe and Ef- 
fett of the ſame Thing. : y 

And for the Minor, That Unity of Nature, or Eſſence 


in the Divine Perſons is the Cauſe, Reaſon, or | Principle of 


Mautual-Conſciouſneſs, is proved from this, That we can 
no otherwiſe: conceive of Marual-Conſcioaſneſs,” than as 
of -an Eſſential Property equally belonging to all the 
Three Perſoxs : And all Properties, or Internal Attri- 
butes, are accounted to iſſue and reſult from the Eſſexce 
or Nature of the Things wluch they belong to; and 
therefore can have no Antecedent Cauſal Influx upon the 
{aid Nature, 1o as to Conſtitute either the Beizg, or the 
Unity thereof. But the Divine Nature or Eſſence being 
one and the ſame in all the Three Perſozs, there is, upon 
this Account, one and the.ſame Kyowledge in them alſo. 
And they are not oe i» Nature, by. vertue of their Mzy- 


tual-Conſciouſneſs ; but they are therefore:Mutually Conſci- 


015, becauſe the - perfei? Unity and Identity of their Na- 
ture, makes them ſo, And to Aſſert the contrary, is of 
the like import (ſtill allowing for the Diſproportion of 
an Infinite and a Finite Nature) as if we.ſhould make Ri- 
ſibility ina Man, the Principle of his Individuation, and 
affirm, That Peter's having this Property, is that which 
Conſtitutes him. this particular Individual Man ; which 
is egregiouſly abſurd in all the Philoſophy I ever yer 
met with, whatſoever it may be in this Author's. 


Argument TIT. To- affirm Miutaal-Conſcioufneſs to be 
the Cauſe of the.Un/oz of the Three Divine Perſons, in 
the ſame Nature, .is to confound the Union and Commu- 
ion of the {aid Perſons together : But. ſuch a.confuſion 
aught by no means to be allowed of: and therefore nei: 


FP 
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ther ought that to be. Aſſerted, from whence it follows. . 
Now. 
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Now certain it is, That all Acts of ſeveral Perſons up- 
on one another(as all that are Mztua/ mult needs be) are 
properly AQts of Communion, by which the ſaid Perſons 
have an Intercourſe amongſt themſelves, as aCting inter- 
changeably one upon the other. But on, no doubt, 
both their Eſſezce and yon mult ſtill -go before 
this Mutual-Conſciouſmſs, ſince the Three Perſons muſt 
needs be really one: in Nature before they can know 
themſelves to C {o. And therefore Vion of Kpowledge 
(as I think Mutual-Conſcionſneſs may properly be called) 
cannot give an Union of Nature, It may indeed ſuppoſe 
it, itmay reſult from it, and upon the ſame Account 
may-infer and prove it, but ir can never give or cauſe it, 
nor be that Thing or Act, wherein an Umity of Natare 
does properly confiſt, whatſoever this Author Aſerts ro 
the contrary. 

But the "Truth is, all that he has ſaid both of Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs (and he has no 
more than ſaid-it, as never oftering at the Proof of any 
Thing) is founded in a manifeſt Perverſion of that Na- 
tural Order, ,in which Humane Reaſon. Conceives. and 
Diſcourſes of "Things : Which Order (to give an In- 
ſtance of it in our diſcourſing of any particular Perſon, 
or Complete. Being) proceeds by theſe ſteps. Firſt we 
conceive of this Perſon as poſſeſſed of a certain Eſſence 
or Nature Conſtituting or rendring him what: he is. 
Then we conceive of this Nature as oze, which is the 
firſt AﬀeCtion reſulting from Be:zg, . After this we con- 
ſider this Beizg, as ſtepping forth, or exerting it ſelf in 
ſome Ads, whether of Intelleftion,. Volition, Power, or 
the like.. In which whole proceſs rhe Order of theſe 
Conceptions 1s ſuch, 'T hay it cannot, with any Accord to 
Reaſon, be tranſpoſed, {ſo as to have the ſecond or third - 
put 1nto the place of the firſt... 
2-1 But . 


But now let us ſee how contrary to this Order our 
Author's Hypotheſis proceeds. For whereas Nature or 
Being ſhould be firſ?, Unity next, and the As iſſuing 
from thence obtain the Third place, and then thoſe As 
ſtand in their due Order amongſt themſelves. This 
Author, on the contrary, makes Mutual-Conſcionſneſs, 
which is by two Degrees,or Removes poſterior to Unity 
of Nature (in the Perſons whom it belongs to) to be 
the Cauſe or Formal Reaſon of the ſaid Unity. For firſt 
Self-Conſciouſneſs is poſterior to this Unity, and then Mu- 
taal-C —_—_— is poſterior to Self-Conſcionſneſs, as be- 
ing an Act ſupervening upon it. For Mutzal-Conſcionſ- 
zeſs is that At by which each Perſo» comprehends, or 
is Conſcious of the Se/f-Conſcionſneſs of the other two ; 
and therefore muſt needs preſuppoſe them, as the A 
muſt needs do its Objef., And therefore to make (as 
this Author does) Mutual-Conſciouſneſs the Conſtituent 
Reaſon of the Unity of the Three Perſoxs, when this 
Unity is by two degrees, in Order of Nature, before it, 
runs ſo plainly counter to all the Methods of true Rea- 
ſoning, that 1t would be but time loſt to purſue it with 
any further Confutation. | 


Argument TV Our 4th and laſt Argument proceeds equal- 
ly againſt Matual-Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſcionſneſs too ; 
and 15 taken from that known Maxime 1n Philoſophy, 
That Extities, or Beings, are not to be multiplied without 
»anifeit Neceſſity : That is, we are not to admit of New 
Things, nor to coin new Notions, where ſuch as are 
known and long received are ſufficient to give us a true 
and full Account of the Narure of the Things we di- 
{courſe of, and to anſwer all the Ends and Purpoſes of . 
Argumentation, 


Accordingly 
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Accordingly I affirm, That the Notions of Matual- 
Conſcionſneſs and Seif-Conſciouſpeſs in the Subjett now be- 
fore us ought to be rejected not only as New and Suſpi- 
cious, but as wholly Needleſs. For what can be ſigni- 
fie&by thoſe, which is not fully, clearly, and abundant- 
ly ſignified by that one plain Word, and known Attri- 
bute, the —_— virion ? _ _— are Matual- 
Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſciouſneſs elſe (if they are an 
ey ET on a - uk rok. —— it ſelf 
ſeveral ways, and upon ſeveral Objeds? As to apply it 
to the Matter before us ; does not-every one of the Dz- 
wine Perſons, by vertue of the Divine Nature, and of 
this __ therewith Communicated to him, Per- 
fealy, Intimately , and Intirely know himſelf as a 
Perſon, and all the Ayjons, Motions, and every thing 
elſe belonging to him ? No doubt he does ; for that 0- 
therwiſe he could not be Om2»iſcient. And does not the 
lame Perſox again, by the very ſame Ommniſcience, know 
all that is known by the other Two Perſoxs, and the 0- 
ther Two Perſons by the ſame Mutually know all that 
is known by lum ? No doubt they may and do : Foraſ- 
much as Omniſcience knows all things that are knowable, 
and-conſequently all that is or can be known of, or in 
any one or all of the Divize Perſons joyntly or ſeverally 
conſidered. 

But to argue the Mattcr yet more particularly. Ei- 
ther Se/f-Conſcion/neſs and Mutaal-Conſcionſneſs are one 
and the ſame with the Divine Omniſcience, or they are 
diftinCt ſorts of knowledge from it. If they are the 
fame, then they areuſeleſs and yr Notions, as 
we affirm they are; but if they import diſtinct 


Bon of knowledge, then theſe two Things will fol 
W. 
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1. That in every one of the Divine Perſons there: are 
three diſtinCt ſorts of Kyowledze, viz. A Knowledge of 
Omniſcience, a Knowledge of Self-Conſciouſneſs, and a 


Knowledge of Mutnal-Conſciouſneſs too.; which, I think, 


is very abſurd and ridiculous, 

- 2. And in the next place: If we affirm them to be 
diſtinCt forts of Knowledge from that of Ommniſcience, 
then they muſt alſo have Obes diſtin&t from, and not 
included in the Object of Omniſcience; ſince all ſuch dif- 
ference, either of ſorts:vr. Acts of Knowledge is found- 
ed upon the difference of their Objedts; But this is im- 
poſſible ; ſince the Object of Omriſcience comprehends in 
it all that is knowable; and conſequently if Matual- 
Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſciouſneſs have Objetts diſtinCt 
from, and not included in the Objed# of Omniſcience, 
thoſe Objec?s muſt be ſomething that is not knowable;; 
for that Omniſcience (as we have ſhewn) claims all that 
is knowable, or poſſible to be known, for its own Object. 
From all which it follows, That Se/f-Coxſcionſneſs and 
Mutual-Conſciouſneſs conſidered as diſtinct from Omrniſci- 
ence are two empty Chimerical Words, ' without any 
diſtin&t Senſe, or Signitfication. 

In a word, Every Perſon in the Tr:zity, by one: and 
the ſame AQ of Omriſcience, knows all the Internal 
AQs, Motions, and Relations proper both to .hamſelf, 
and to the-orher Two Perſons-beſides. And if ſo, what 
imployment or uſe can there be for Se/f-Conſcionſneſs, or 
Mutaal-Conſcionſneſs, which Omniſcience (that takes in 
the ObjeQs of both) has not fully anſwered and dif- 
charged already ? 1 

If it be here-ſaid, That Omniſcience cannot give Per- 


ſonality; foraſmuch as the Perſonality of each Perſon di- 


itinguiſhes him from the other two ; which On:ſciexce 
(being common to them all) cannot do, This I grant, 
| 6 and 
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' and own it impoſſible for any Thing Eſſentially involved 


in the Divize Nature, to give a Perſonal DiſtinQtion to 
any of the Three Perſons; but then I add alſo, That 
we haveequally-proved, that neither was Self-Conſciouſ- 
zeſs the Formal ' Reaſon of this PRs Diſtinction, by 
feveral Argaments ; and more e ney, becauſe that 
Self-Conſciouſneſs being a Thing Abſolute and Irrelative, 
could not be the Formal Reaſonotany thing inthe Nature 
of it perfeftly Relative, as the Divine Perſons certainly 


are. For this is a received Maxime'in the Schools, with 


reference tothe Divine Natare and Perſons, Repugnat in 


Divinis dari Abſolutum Incommunicabile, Greg. de Valen. 


-x Tom.-p. 874. And it isa ſure Rule, whereby we-. 


may diſtinguiſh in. every one of the Divine Perſops, 


what is Eſſential, from what 1s Perſonal, For every At- 


tribute that is Abſolute, is Communicable,- and conſe- 
quently Eſſential, and every one that is purely Relative, 
is Incommunicable, and therefore purely Perſonal, and 
ſo 2 converſo:; Upon which Account Se/f-Conſciouſneſs, 


 whichas a Thing Abſolute and Irrelative, cannot be In- 
' communicable, nor conſequently: the” Formal Reaſon of 


Perſoality in any of the Perſozs of the Bleſſed Trinity; 


as we have already at large demonſtrated. 
© So that {till our Aﬀertion ſtands good, "That all that 


can be.truly aſcribed to Se/f-Conſciouſneſs and Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs 'with reference to the Divine Nature and 
Perſons, maybe fully and fairly accounted for from that 
one known Attribute, the Divine Omniſcience, And 
therefore, . that there is no uſe at all either of the Term 
Self-Conſciouſneſs or Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, to contribute 
to the plainenor fuller Explication of the Bleſſed Trinity ; 
as this Author, with great fluſter of Oftentarion pre- 
tends, but has.not yet by {o much as one ſolid Argument 


proved, 
Y Q But 
\ 


But when I conſider how wonderfully. pleaſed the Man 
is with theſe rwonew-ſtarted Terms ſo high in found;and 


' ſoempty of ſence, inſtead of one ſubſtantial word, which 


gives Us all that can be pretended uſeful in them, with 
vaſt overplus and advantage,andeven ſwallowsthem up, 
as Moſes's Rod did thoſe pitiful Fools of the Magicians ; 
This (1fay) brings to my Mind ( whether I will or 
no) a certain Story of a Grave Perſon, who Riding in 
the Road with his Servant, and finding himfelf ſome-- 
thing uneafie in his Saddle, beſpoke his Servant thus.. 
John (ſays he) a-light ; and firſt take off the Saddle that 
i upon my Horſe, and then take off the Saddle that is upon 
your Horſe ; and when you have done this, put the Saddle 
that was upon my Horſe, upon your Horſe, and pat the Sad-- 


dle that was upon your\ Horſe upon my Horſe : Whereupon- 
the Man, os had not hukca the Phiofophy of Sad- 
dles (whether Ambling or Trotting): 1o exatty, as his: 
Maſter, replys ſomething ſhort upon him ; Lord! Ma- 


fter, What needs all theſe words? Could you not as well have - 


ſaid,. Let us: change Saddles? Now I mutt confeſs, I 
think the Servant was much in the: right ; though the 
Maſter having 4 Rational. Head of his own, and being. 
withal willing to make the Notion of changing Saddles 
more plain,, eaſic,. and intelligitle, and to give a clearer 
Explication of that word, (which lus Fore-Fathers,. 
how good Horſe-mer ſoever they might have _y 
were xot equally happy in the Pr rem. 1 ) was pleaſed to 
ſet-it forth by that. more: fulf and-accurate Circumlocu- 
ti19N, Bay 

And here:it is not unlikely but that tis Author, who, 
with a ſpight equally Malicious and: Ridiculous, has re- 


, 
—_—_ 


See Chap. Hlefted: upon. one. of his. Antagoniſts,. and: that for no. 


ter IT. 


Cauſe, or Provocation that-appears (unleſs for having 
Baffled him) may tax me alſo, as one Drolling: upon: 


Things: 
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CrnaPerter IV. 
Things ſacred, for repreſenting the vanity of his Hypo- 
theſis by the forementioned Example and Compariſon. 
But I hope the World will give me leave to diſtinguiſh 
between Things Sacred, and his Abſurd Phantaſtick 
way of treating of 'them; which, I can, by no means 
look upon as Sacred, nor indeed any Thing elle in his 
whole Book, but the bare Subjed it treats of, and the 
Scriptures there quoted by him. For to ſpeak my thoughts 
plainly, TI believe this Sacred Myſtery of the Tr:n1ry, 
was never ſo ridiculed and expoſed to the Contempt of 
the Profane Scoffers at it, as it has been by this New- 
faſhioned Defence of it. | 
And fo I difmiſs his two ſo much Admired Terms (by 
himſelf I mean) as in no degree an{wering the Expect- 
ation he raiſed of them. For L cannot find, "That they 
have either heightned or ſtrengtPned Men's Intelle&tu- 
al Faculties, or caft a greater light and clearneſs upon 
that Obje&t which has ſo long exerciſed them ; but that 
4 T rinity in Unity is as Myſterious as ever ; and the Mind 
of Man as unable to graſp and comprehend it, as it 
has been from the beginning of Chriſtianity tothis day. 
Ina word,Se/f-Conſcioaſneſs and Matuzl-Confciouſneſs have 
rendred nothing about the Divine: Nature and Perſons, 
plainer, eaſier, and more Intelligible ; nor indeed, after 
fuch a mighty ſtreſs ſo irrationally laid upon two flight 
empty words, have they made any thing (but the Au- 
thor himſelf) better underſtood than it was before, 


CHAP. 
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In which is proved againſt this. Author, That the 


T bree Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, are 
not T bree Diſt inc? Infinite Minds, ' or Spi- 


rits. | 


T being certain both from Phileſdply and Reljeron,that 
thereis but one only Gog,or Goa-head,in which Chriſt: 


ay Religion has taught us, That there are Three _ 5 


Many Eminent Profeſſors of-.it have attempted to ſhew; 


how one and the ſame. Nature might -Subſiſt in Three 


Perſons, and how the ſaid "Three Per/ſozs might meet in 
one, and-make no more:than one fimple, undivided Na- 
Zure. Tt had been to be wiſhed,I confeſs,that Divines had 


reſted in the bare Expreſſions delivered-in Scripture con-. 


cerning this Myſtery, and-ventured ne further by any: 
particular, and. bold Explications of it. But ſince the. 
Nature, or. rather . Humour of Man:-has been ſtill too 
ſtrong tor. .his Duty, and his Curioſity (eſpecially in 
things Sacred) been apt to.carry him--too .far;-.thoſe, 


however, have been all along the moſt pardonable, who _ 


have ventured leaſt, and proceeded: upon. the ſureſt 


grounds both of Scripture-it ſelf, and: of Reaſon diſconr- . 
ſing upon it. Andfſuch I affirm the Ancient Writers 
and Fathers.of the Church, and after them the School- 
mer-to have been ; who with all their Faults (or rather - 
Infelicities,, cauſed by the Times, and Circumſtances 7} 


they .. 
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they lived in) are better Divines, and 'Soberer Reafon- 
ers than any of thoſe Perr, Confident, Raw Men, who 
are much better at Deſpiſing and Carping at them, than 
atReadingand 00 ge them: Though Wiſe Men 
Deſpiſe nothing,but they will know it firſt ; and for that 
Cauſe very rationally deſpiſe them. 

But among thoſe,. who leaving the Common Road of 


the Church :have took a By-way to themſelves, none-- 


(of late Years eſpecially) have ventured: ſo .boldly and 
ſo far as this Author ;. who pretending to be more happy 
(forſooth) i» his Explication of this. Myſtery than all be- 


fore him (as who would not believe a Man in his own 
Commendation-? ) and to give a: more fatisfaftory Ac-- 
- count of this long received; and Revered Article _ 


Terms perfeQhy New,: and peculiarly his own; has-ad- 
vanced quite different Notions about this Myſtery, from 
__ that our Church was ever yet acquainted with ; 


rming, (as he. does) That the Three Perſons in the- 


God-head, are Three Diſtinct Infinite Minds, or Spirits, as 


wall appear from the ſeveral places of -his Book, where 
hedeclares his Thoughts upon this great Subject.  As,- 
Firſt in Page 50. he ſays, The Three Divine Perſons, 


Father, Son, and .Holy Ghoſt, are Three Infinite Minds 


really diſtintt from each other. Again, in-Page 66, The- 
Perſons Glays he) are- perfectly diſtin; for they are. 


Three diſtin&t and Infinite Minds, and therefore Three Wi- 
ſtinft Perſons : For a Perſon is an Intelligent Being ; and to 


ſay, they are Three Divine Perſons, and not Three” diſtentt 
Infinite Minds,is both Hereſie and Nonſence. For which ex- 
CY Complement paſſed upon.the:whole Body of - 
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the Church of Ez2/azd, and perhapsall the Churches of - 


Chriffendom belides, as I have paid him part of my thanks 
already, ſo I will not fail yet further to account with 
hum betoce I put anend to this Chapter... In the mean 
time, -. 


Animadverſions, &C. 
time, he ' on, in Page 102. { plainly aſſert (ſays 
he) That pr Father bo Eternal and Infinite Ma ; 
the Son ts an Eternal and. Infinite Mina diftintt from the 
Father, and the Holy Ghoſt 1s an Eternal and Igfiuite Mind 
aiſtini# both from Father aud Son: Adding withall theſe 
words; Which (lays he) every Body care auderftand with- 
out any Skill in Logick, or wn gow And wvhis, I con- 
fels, is moſt truly and ſeaſonably remarked by him : For 
the want of this Qualification is ſo far from being any 
hindrance in the Cafe mentioned, that I-dareundertake, 
that nothing but want of sk:{{ in Logick and Metaphyſicks, 
can bring any Man hving, who acknowledges the T7;- 
2ity, to own this Aﬀertion. I need repeat no more of his 
Exprefſions to this purpoſe ; theſe being ſufficient to de- 
clare his Opinion ; fave only that in Page 129. where 
(8 fays) That Three Minds, 4 tes Cer have no 
other difference, are yet diſt ingui y Self-Conſciouſneſs 
and for, on Rind So. And that other in. pod % 
where ſpeaking of the Three Perſons, I grant (lays he) 
that they are T hree Holy Spirits. the fame Token, 
that he there very Learnedly diftinguifhes between: 
Ghoſt and Spirit, allowing the ſaid Three Perſons (as we 
have ſhewn) to be Three Holy Spirits, but at the ſame 
time denying them to be Three Holy Ghoſts,and this with 
great ſcorn of thoſe who ſhould hold,or ſpeak otherwiſe. - 
Towhich at preſent I ſhall ſay no more but this, That he 
would do well to turn theſe rwo Propoſitions into Greek, 
or Latin ; and that will preſently ſhew him what diffe- 
rence and diftinQion there is between a Gho# and a Spi- 
rit,and why the very ſame _ which are affirmed of 
the one (notwithſtanding the difference of thoſe words in 
Exgliſh) may not, with the ſame Truth, be affirmed of 
the other all. But the Examination of this odd Aſſer- 


tion will fall in more naturally towards the latter end -o 
this 
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_— —_— where it ſhall be particularly condi- 
ered. 

I have now ſhewn this Author's Judgment in the 
Point, and in oppoſition to what he has ſo boldly Aﬀert- 
ed, and laid down, TI do here deny, That the T hree Per- 
ſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, are Three diftinit Infinite Minds 
or T hree diftint# Infinite Spirits. And to overthrow his 
Aſſertion, and evince the Truth of mine, I ſhall trou- 
ble neither my Reader nor my ſelf, with many Argu- 
ments, But of thoſe, which I ſhall make uſe of, the firſt 


1s this. 


Argument T. Three diſtinit Infinite Minds, or Spirits, 

are Three diſtint# Gods. 

But the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, are not 
Three diſtin Gods. 

And therefore the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
are not Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 


The Minor, I ſuppoſe, this Author will readily con- 
cur with me in; howbeit his Hypotheſis (as ſhall be 
ſhewn) in the certam Conſequences of it ContradiQts it,. 
and, if it ſhould ſtand, would effectually overturn it.. 
For by that he Aﬀerts a perfe&t Trithe:/me, though I 
have ſo much Charity for him, as to believe, that he 
does not know it. 

The Major Propoſition therefore is that which muſt 


rI'9 


be debated between us. This Author holds it in the _ 


Negative, and T in the Aﬀirmative : and my Reaſo 
what I affirm, viz. That Three diftini# Infinite-Minas, 
or Spirits, are Three diſtin Gods, 1s this, That God and 
Iofinite Mind, or Spirit, are Terms Equipollent, and 
Convertible.. God being truly and properly an Tyfinite 
Mind, or Spirit, and aw Infinite Mind or Spirit being ” 
cruly: 
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' truly-and' properly God. And to ſhew this-Convertibi- 
lity and Commenſuration between them yer further: 


Whatſoever may be aftirmed-or demed of the one, may 
with-equal'Eruth and Propriety be affirmed or denied of 
the other. - And to give an Inſtance of - this with refe- 
rence to the Three Per/ozs of the Bleſſed Trinity ; As it 
1s true, . that, one: and the ſame + God, or Godhead is 
Common to, - and Subſiſts in all and . every one of the 
Tihfee Perſons ; +{0 1s it true, That one and the ſame Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit, 15 Common to, and Subſiſts mn 
the {aid Three Perſoxs : And conſequently, as it is falſe, 
That one and the ſame God, or God-head, 4 being Com- 
mon.to, .and Subſiſting in the Three . Pexſons, be- 
comes 'T hree Goas, or 'Three God-heads ; {@ is1t equally 
falſe, That one and the ſame Infinite Mind, or Spirit, by 
being Common to, and Subſiſting in the faid 
Three Perſoxs, becomes Three _— Minas or Spirit. 
This is clear Argumentation, and craves no Mercy at 
our Author's Hands. 

If it be here Objefted, That we allow of Three 4;- 
ftinft Perſons in the Goa-head, of which ———_ is In- 
finite,without admitting them to be Three diſtinct Gods; 

and therefore, why-may we not as well allow of Three 
aiitindt :Infinite Minds or Spirits in the ſame Goad-head 
without any neceſſity of inferring from thence, That 
they are Three diſtin Gods ? | 
I Anſwer, - That the Caſe is very different, and the 
Reaſon of the difference is this, Becauſe Three 1nfinire 
Minds, or —_— Three Abſolate, Siniple Bezgs,-or 
Eſſences, and-ſo ſtand diſtinguiſhed from one another, by 
their whole. Beizgs or Natures. But the Divine Perſons 
are Three Relatives, (or one ſimple. Being, or Eſſence, 
under three diſtin&t Relations) and conſequently differ 
from one another, .not wholly, and by all that is in 
| them, 
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CHAPTER V. 
them, but only by ſome certain Mode, or reſpec# peculiar 
to each, and upon that Account cawing their Diſtin- 
Aion. And therefore te Argue from a Perſox to a Spirit 
here is manifeſtly Sophiſtical, and that which is called, 


Fallacia Accidentis, or (ſince ſeveral Fallacies may con- 
cur in the ſame Propoſition) it may be alſo 2 ditto ſecur- 


. dim quid ad diftum ſimpliciter. For 10 it is to concluds, 


That Three Perſons are Three: diſtin? Gods ; ſince the 
difference of Perſons is only from a diverſe _—_ be- 
tween them ; but Three Gods import Three ablolutely 
diſtinit Natures or Subſtances. And whereas we ay, 
That the Three Perſoxs are all -and every one of them 
Trfinite, yet it is but from-one and the ſame Numerical 
Nature Common to them all -that -they -are ſo, the 
Ternary Number all the while not belonging -to their 
TIrfinity, but only to their Perſonalities, The Caſe there- 
fore between-a Mzzd, or Spirit, and a Perſon, is by no 
means the ſame. Foraſmuch as ['Perſoz] here imports 
.only a Relation, or. Mode of SubſeFexce in ConjuntEti- 
on with the Nature it belongs -to': And thereforea Mul- 
tiplication of -Perſozzs ( of it ſelf) imports only a Mul- 


tiplication of fuch Modes, or Relations, without any ne- ” 


ceſſary Multiplication of the Nature it ſelf to which 
they adhere. Foraſmuch as one and the ſame Nature 
may ſuſtain ſeveral diſtin&t Relations, or Modes of Sub- 
fiſtence. But now on the other ſide, a Mzd, or Spirit, 
15 not a Relation, or Mode of Subſi/texce, but it 15 an 
Abſolute Being, Nature, or Subſtance ; and conſequently 
cannot be multiplyed withour a Multiplication of it into 
ſo many Numerical Abſolute Beings, Natures, or Sub- 
ſtances; there being nothing in it to be mulriplyed but it 
ſelf. So: that Three. M:zds, or Spirits, are Three Ab- 
ſolute Beings, Natures, or Subſtances, and Three diſtini# 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits, are accordingly Three diftine# 
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Infinite Abſolute Beings, Natures, or Subſtances, "That is; 
in other words, They are Three Gods ; which was the 
Thing to be proved ; and let this Aurhor ward off the 
Proof of it as he is able. | 


Argument TI. My Second Argument againſt the Three 
Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity being Three diftinit Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits, is this. 


Three aiftinit Minds, or Spirits are Three diſtin 
Subſtances. 

But the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are not 
Three diſtinft Subſtances, 

And therefore they are not Three diſtini# Minds, or 
Sper it's. 


The Major Propoſition is proved from the Definition 
of a Mind, or Spirit, That it is Sub#antia Incorporea Ty- 
telligens, an Intelligent, Incorporeal, ſor Immaterial) 
Subſtance ; and therefore Three di/tinf#f Minds, or Spr- 
rits, muſt be Three ſuch dijtini# Subiances. And be- 
fides, if a Mind, or Spirit, were not a Subſtance, what 
could it be elſe ? If it beany Thing, it muſt beeither 
an Accident, or Mode of Being. But not an Accident , 
fince no Accident canbe inGod; nor yet 4 Moat of Being, 
fince a Spirit (not deſigned to concur as a part towards 
any Compound) is an Abſolute, Entire, Complete Be- 
ing of it ſelf, and has it's proper Mode of Subſiſtence 
+ Heir toit ; and therefore cannot be « Moe it ſelf. 
From whence it follows, That a Spirit is, and muſt be: 
a Subſtance, and can be nothing elfe.. 

As for the Minor, viz. That the Three Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity are not Three diſtinit Subſtances ; this is 
evident both from Authority, and from Reaſon. pI 
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And firſt for Authority, Tertullian againſt Praxeas 

affirms, Semper in Deo una Sub#antia, And St, Jeromin 
his Epiſtle to Damaſms, Qui ore [acrilego Tres ſubſtantias 
predicahit? And St. Auſtin in-his 5th Book de Trinitate, 
Chap. 9. and in Book 7. Clap. 4. And Raffirzs 1n the 
oth. /Book of his Hiſtory, Chap. 29. All affirm One 

'Subftance in God, and deny Three, and yet the ſame 
Writers unanimouſly hold Three Perſozs, which ſhews, 
That they did not account theſe Fhree Perſons, "Fhree 
Subitauces. And Anſelmmus in his Book de Incarnatione; 
Chap. 3. ſays, That the Father and the Son: may be-ſaid 
to be Two Beizgs, provided that by Bemgs we under 
ſtand Relations not. Subſtances. And Bellarmine,, a 
Writer Orthodox enough in theſe points,_ and of unque- 
ſtionable Learning otherwye, in his 2& Tome, page 348. 
about the end, ſays, That to aſſert, that the Father and 
the Son differ in Subſtance,its Arianrſm : And yet if they 
were. Two diſtinth Subitances, for themt not to: differ in 
Subſtance, would be impeſſible. And as for: the Greek 
Writers,, they never admit of 'Three: gata; in the: Dezty, 
but where, ww is uſed to: fignifie the: ſame with can mar; 
as ſometimes it was uſed : And by reafor of this: Ambi- 


ouity it was, that the Lative Church was ſo long fearful 
of. nhag the. word Hypoſtaſis, and uſed only that of Pey- 


ſona, anſwering to the Greet Ilegowany, leſt the 
ſhould hereby be thought to admit of Three S ubHance, 


as well as Three Perſons in- the God-head: 

Nor, yy next place, is the ſame lefs evident from 
Reaſon, than we have.ſhewmn: it to. be from Authority, 
For if the Three Perſons be Three d:ftin&t Subſtances, 
then TwodftinitSubitances will concurin; and; belong to 
each Perſon ;. to wit, That Subitance which-is:the Divine 
Eſſence, and 10 is Communicable or Common to all 
the Perſons, and that SubFance which Conſtitutes each 
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guiſh him from the other, and conſequently to be in- 
communicable to any beſides him to whom - it belongs : 
Since for one and the ſame Subſtance to be Common to. 
all Three Per/ozs, and withal to belong incommunicably 
to each of the Three, and thereby to-diſtinguiſh them 
from one another, is. ContradiQtious and '-Impoſlible. 


And yet on the other ſide to aſſert Two diftint# Subſtan- 


ces in each Perſon, 1s altogether as Abſurd'; and'thar, as 
upon many other Accounts, ſo particularly upon this, 
'That it muſt- infer ſuch - a Compoſition -in-the- Diw/4xe 
Perſons, as is utterly Incompatible with the Abſolute 
Simplicity, and Infinite Perfection of the Divine Na- 
ture, And therefore the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, can by no means be ſaid to be Three 4di/tint# 
Subitances, but only one.Iufizite-Subſtance, equally Com- 
mon to, and Subſiſting in-them all, and: diverſified by 


their reſpeQive Relations. And moreover, fince-Three - 
diftinet Minds, or Spirits are Eſſentially 'Three — So | 


Subſtances, neither can the. Three Perſoxs of the Trinity 
be ſaid to be Three d:ftint# Minds, or Spirits ; which was 
the.Point to be made out... 


Argument TIT. My Third:Argument againft the ſame | 


ſhall proceed thus. . 
| If it be truly ſaid, That one and the ſame Infinite Mind; 


all Three taken together ) and it cannot 


That. one and the ſame Infinite Mind, or Spirit is 
Three diftin& Infinite Minds, or Spirits ; then it 
-—_, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not 
Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 

t 


But. 
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Perſon, and thereby is ſo peculiar to him as to diſtin-. 


or gow is Father, Son, and Holy _ (I mean 
e truly ſaid, 
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But it may be truly ſaid, That one and the ſame Tofinite 
Mind, or Spirit is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; 
and it cannot be truly ſaid, That one and the ſame 
Infinite Mind, or Spirit is Three diftinit Infinite © 
Minds, or Spirits. 

Therefore the Three Perſons in the Trinity, viz. Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not Three diſtin6t 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits. > 

This is the Argument. 


Now the Conſequence of -the Major appears fronr 
this, That the ſame bor. or Things, at the ſame 
time, and in the ſame reſpect, cannot be truly affirmed 
and denied of the ſame Subjeft : And therefore. ſince 
[ Father,” Son, and Holy Ghoſt, taken +joyntly- together] 
are truly. predicated'of one and the ſame. Infinite Mind ; 
and [Three di/tin# Infinite Minds, or Spirits] cannot be. 
truly affirmed or predicated, and conſequently may be 
truly denied of the ſame ; it follows, That [ Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt] and [Three di#in# Infinite M:nds, 
or Spirits] neither are, nor can be accounted the ſame, ' 
nor be truly affirmable of one another. . 

As for the Minor, it confiſts: of two. parts, and ac- - 
cordingly-muſt-be-proved feverally in each of. them.. 

And Firſt, "Thar it is, and+may be truly ſaid, That 
one and the ſame Infinite Mind is Father, Son, and Holy. 
Ghoſt (viz. joyntly taken) as I noted before. 'This, I 
lay, may be-proved from hence, That God is truly ſaid ' 
ta be Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt (till ſo taken.) And it . 
having beenalready evinced, That [one Tufinite Mind, + 
or — mſ, and [oe God] are terms convertible and equi- - 
pollent, it follows, That whatſoever-is truly affirmed - 
or denied of the one, may be as truly affirmed or denied : 
' of the other.. And this is too evident to need any fur- - 
ther proof. . And. 
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And therefore in the next place, for the proof of the 
other part of the Minor, viz. That oxe and the ſame Inji- 
mite Mind, or Spirit, cannot be truly [aid to be Three diſtinct 
Infinite Minds,. or _ ; This 15 no. leſs evident than 
the former, becauſe in ſuch a Propoſnion both Subject 
and Predicate imply a Mutual Negation.of, and:Contra- 
diction to one and another ; and where it is 16, it is im- 
poſſible for one to be truly affirmed, or predicated of 
the other. 

And now, after this plain proof given both of the Ma- 
jor and the Minor Propoſition, - and thus alſo drawn into 
{0 little a compaſs, IT hope this Author wyl not bear him- 
ſelf fo much above all the Rules which other Mortals 
proceed: by, as, after thg Premiſes proved, to deny the 
Conchuſon, viz. That the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Gho#t, are not Three di- 

ftint# Infinite Minds, or Spirits. The Affirmation of 
which, is that which I undertook toconfute. 

But before I diſmiſs this Argxmernt, T cannot but take 

. Notice, 'That the fame Terms, with a. bare; Tranſpoſiri= 
on of them, viz. by ſhifting place between the: Predi« 
cate and the Subject (which in Adequate and Commen- 

farate:Predications, may: very well be. done) will as ef- 

feQtually conclude to the ſame Purpoſe, as they did in 

the way ja which we have already propoſed: them. And 

i the Argument will proceed: thus. 


IF it be truly aud properly ſaid, That the Three Per- 
ſoas inthe Bleſſed Trinity, are one Numnerical. Infi- 
nite Mind, or Spirit.; then they cannot betruly ſaid. 
zo be Three diſt ind, Infizite Minds, or Spirits. 

Bat they are truly and properly ſaid.to be:one Numerical 
Infinite Mind, or Spirit. | | 


And 
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And therefore they neither are, nor can be truly ſaid to 
be Three diftintt Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 


The Conſequence of the firſt Propoſition is manifeſt; 
becauſe (as we have ſhewn before) oze and the ſame Tiy- 
finite Mind cannot be Three diſtin Infinite. Minds with- 
out a Contradiction in the Terms. 

®And for the Minor, viz. That the Three Perſons are 
truly ſaid to be one Infinite Mind, or Spirit ; That allo is 

roved by this, Thatall'and every one of them, are tru- 
| aheotr properly ſaid.to be God ;, and God is traly and pro- 
perly one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit : And there- 
tore if the Three Per/oxs are ſaid to be the Firſt, they 
mult be ſaid to. be this Latter alſo ; and thar (as I ſhew 
before) becauſe of the Reciprocal Predication of thoſe 
Terms. But as to the Matter before us, That God is 
traly and properly owe Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, 
eventhns Author himſelf allows, who in Page 69. poſi- 
tively ſays, That we know n#hing of the Divine Eſſence, 
but that God is anInfizitze Mind, Very well; and if he 
grant him to be an Infinite Mind, let him prove this Infi- 
zire Mizd to be three diftinit Infinite Minds, if he can. 
'The Truth is { I»fzire Mind or Spirit] is an Effential 
Attribute of the Divine Nature, and Convertible with 
*, and whatſoever is [o, belongs equally to allrhe Three 
Perſons, and conſequently cannot be aftribed to them 


plaraily arvy move than the Derry it {elf; it being as un- 


capable, as that, of being multiplied. Upon which 

Account, if the: 'Fhree Porſoarure with equal Truth aid 

tobe foxe Tyfinire Mind, or Spiriz] and to be: [one God] 

they can no more be faid to be Three difint Infinite 

—_ than they can be. ſaid to be 'Three diftint? 
s, A 
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. So that which way ſoever the Argument be propoſed, 


either, That one Infinite Mind is Father, Son, -and Holy 


Ghoſt ; or, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are one In- 


fnite Mind, . it ſtill overthrows this Author's Hypothelis, 


That the ſaid 'Three Perſons are - Three. diſtini# Infinite 
Minas, or Spirits. kt 


Argument IV. My F ourth and Laſt Argument agaifit 
the fame, ſhall be thus. 


A 


What ſoever Attribute may be truly predicated of all 
ard each of the Divine Perſons in the Athanaſian 
Form, ſo belongs to them all in Common, that it 

 ean belong to none-of them ander - any Term of di- 
ſtindion from the reſt. 

But the Attribute [Infinite Mind, or Spirit] may be 
-truly predicated of all and each of the Divine Per- 
ſens in and according to the Athanafian Form, 

And therefore it can belong to none of them -under any 
Term of diſtin ion from the reſt. 4 aſs 


The Major is as evident ; as that no Attribute can be 


Common to ſeveral Subjefts, and yet peculiar-and ap- 


propriate to each or them. | | 

And the Minor is proved by Inſtance thus ; 'The Fa- 
ther is an _ Mind, the Son 1s an Infinite Mind, and 
the Hbly Ghoſt is an Infinite Mind ; WEIR they are not 
Three —_ Minds, but one Infinite Mind. le 

And this I affirm to. be as good Divimty as, pure 
in the Arhanaſian Creed, and ſuch as..I ſhall abide 
by, both againft this Author, .and any other what- 
Joever. | BT 

But now let us ſee how his Afertion caſt into' the 


Athanaſian Model, ſhews it ſelf, as thus. _ 
d; 4 77E 
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* 
- The Father is 4 diſtint# Infinite Mind, the Son i a di- 
#tindt Infinite Mind, and the Holy Ghoſt is a di- 
ftintt Infinite Mind ; and yet they are not Three 
aiftinit Infinite Minds, but one diſtine# Infinite 

Mind, 

And this is ſo far from being true, that it is in- 
deed neither Truth nor Sexce. For what Truth can there 
be in denying, That Three Per ſos, of which every one 
is faid to be a diſtin Infinite Mind, are Three diſtintt In- 
finite Minds? And what ſence can there be in affirming, or 


ſaying, Tharthef are but One diſtinct Infinite Mind?Where- 


as the Term [d;/tiz##] 1s never properly uſed or apply- 
ed, but with reſpect had to ſeveral Particulars each di- 
ſcriminated from the other ; but by no means where 
there is mention made only of oze "Thing and no more, 
as it is. here in this Propoſition. 

But to make what allowances the Caſe will bear, and 
for that purpoſe to remit ſomething of the ſtriftneſs of 
the Athanaſian Form, by leaving out the word [d:;/tint#] 
in the laſt and illative Clauſe, we ſhall then ſee that our 
Author's Hypotheſis will proceed thus. | 

The Father is a diſtin6t Infinite Mind, the Son is a di 
Stintt Infinire Mind,and the Holy Ghoſt ts a diſtintt 
Infinite Mind ; and yet they are not Three Infinite 
Minds, but one Infinite Mind. 

Thus, I fay,. it muſt proceed in the Athanaſian way 
with the word [d:#ix&] left out of the Concluſion. Ne- 
vertheleſs even ſo, the Inference is ſtill manifeſtly and 
groſly falſe in-borh the branches of it.. For'it is abſolutely 


_. falſe [That Three diſtin& Infinite Minas, are not Three In- 
' finite Minds] and altogether as falſe [That Three Infinite 


Miznas, are but One Infinite Mind. 
The. Author's Hypotheſis put. into the Arhanaſiar 
Model, muſt needs fall in with that Fallacy ſometimes. 
S. _ urged: 


*» | 
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-urged apainſt us by the Socimians, viz. The Father is n 
-Perſon, the Son a Perſon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Perſon, and 
yet they are not Three Perſons, but owe Perſon; which is 
manifeſtly Sophiſtical, by arguing 4b imparibas tanquans 
;paribus, Viz. Toe that of an Attribute Re/ative, 
and Multiplicable, which'can be concluded only of ſuch 
as are not So. 

For the . Athanaſian Inference holds only 'in Attri- 
butes Eſſential and Common to all the \Three Per 
ſons'Joyntly, or ſeverally taken, and not in ſuch-as are 
Proper, 400mg and Peculiar to each. | As alfoinſuch 
-asare Abſolute (as the Attribute of Mzad, or Spirit with- 
out the word [d;ſtin&#] is) and not inffuch as are Relative. 
For thoſe Attributes, which agree to the Divine Perſons, 
Perſonally, Peculiarly, and'/Refatively, can never Unite, 


.or Coincide into oze inthe Inference, or Concluſion. 


In a word [ Infinite Mind, or Spirit] is a Predicate per- 
fectly Efſential, and ſo m its Numerical Unity'Com- 
mon to all the Three D:vize- Perſons, and for that- cauſe 
not to he affirmed of, or aſcribed to, -either-all or any of 
them with the Term [4:{#in] added to it, or joyned 
with it. For that would mwltiply an Attribute that can- 
not be -wltipled, 

And now, what \I have here diſcourſed upon, and. 
drawn from the 4thanaſian Creed with reſpect to this 
particular Subje&, I leaveto our Author's ſtricteſt Exa- 
mination. For my own part, I rely upon this Creed, as 
a ſure Teſt, or Rule to diſcover the falſhood of his Hy- 
potheſis by. 'So that as long as it is true, that-God #s oe 


numerical 1-fizite Mind or Spirit,and as long as the Arha- 


aſian Form duely applied is a firm and good'way of 
Reaſoning, thisAuthor*s Aﬀertion,That the Three Divine 


Perſons , are Three diftinit Infinite Minas, or Spirits, 1s 


thereby irrefragably overthrown. 


x 


And 
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And therefore I ſhall nog:concern.my ſelf to -produce 
afy more Arguments again{t-it. Only by way of Over- 
plus to, and Iluſtration of thoſe, which have already 
been alledged, I cannot but obſerve the Concurrent Op1- 
nion of the Philoſophers,and moſt Learned Men amongſt 
the Heathens about God's berug One Infinite Mind,or Spirit, 
asa neceſſary deduction(no doubt) madeby Natural Rea- 
ſon from the Principles thereof concerning the Divine 


Natare. For moſt of thoſe. Philoſophers - looked upon: 


God as the-Soul of the World, as One Infinite Mind, or Spi- 
7it, that animated and preſided oyer the Univerſe. For 


ſo held Pythagoras, as Cicero in his firft Book, de Natura. 
Deorum, and Lattantius 1n his Book de irs Dei, tells us, 


Pythagor as quoque unum Deun confitetur dicens Incorporeans 
eſſe mentem que per omnem Naturan <ifuſe & intents vi- 
talem ſenſum tribuit. ln like manner the Great Hermes 
being asked, What God was, anſwered, 6 oF oAwy Syiu- 
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vp9/s. apuralO. v3 Eaird., The Maker of all Things, 


a moſt Wiſe and Eternal Mind. . Thates called him, vv - 
TY 490 (hs ©to02, God, the Mind of the World. Diogenes, | 
Cleanthes, and Oenipides, #15 ugoms vylu, The Soul: 
of the World. Plato in: Phedone, lays of God, That 


he is »3s 6 Sprgo pf m @ muyloy wk, a Mind that is. 


the Cauſe and orderer of all Things. And -Plato the 


Son of Ariſton lays, 5. Qs vas br 2 gaps, God is 
tbe Mind of the. World. And La&#4rtins-gives this Te- 


ſtimony of Ariſtotle, 'That, Quanwvis ſecam ipſe diffideat, 
ac repugnantis {ibi & dicat,& ſentiat,(by which one would 
think our Author better acquainted with him than he is) 


in ſummum tamen unam mentem mundo preſet arer Lak. | 
[ 


de falla Relig. Lib.z. Cap.5. Agreeably to all which, Se- 


neca in the Preface to his Natural Queſtiogs, putting the 
Queſtion, 0 eff Deus * Whatis God ? Anſwers, Mers 
Untverſi, T 


he Mind of the Univerſe. As the Learned * 
$2. Emperour . 
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Emperour Aztoninw: after him, expreſſes God the ſame 
way, and by the ſame word in Greek, 6 73 oAv vs, Lib.s, 
' p. 148. Oxon. Edit. And that Paſſage in VirgiPs 6, Afneid 
15 famous ; where ſpeaking of God,as the Great Soul of the 
World, running through all the Parts of that vaſt Body, 
he expreſſes it in thoſe known Verſes : 


= Colum, ac Terras, C enpeſes liquentes, 
Lucentemq; Globum Lune, 1 itaniaq, Aſtra, 
Spiritus intus alit, totamq; infuſa per artus 
Mens agitat molem, & magno ſe corpore miſcet, 


And the fame was the Opinion of Cato before him, a 
great Man, though but a ſmall Author, who tells us 
from the Ancient Poers (who were accounted the Philo- 
ſophers of the firſt Ages) That Dexs eft animaus, God is 
a Mind, or Spirit, 

And the Truth is, I reckon that theſe Learned Men, 
all along, by az Infinite Mind, or Spirit, underſtood ' as 
truly and certainly Oze Infinite Mind, or Spirit, as if the 
Term of Unity had been added by them. For beſides 
that the Particles a, or the, (which we uſe in tranſlatin 
any ſingle word into our own Language) import {5 
much, the very condition alſo of the Subjett ſpoken of, 
as being Infinite, muſt needs infer the ſame. So that 
weſee hers how theJudgment of Natural Reaſon in theſe 
Eminent Philoſophers amongſt the Heathens falls in 
with what: God himſelf revealed by the Mouth of our 
Saviour concerning his own Nature, in Johz 4. 24. Viz. 
That God is a Spirit.For we have them expreſſing him by 
theſe words,  Animus, Mens, & Spiritus. So that had 
they all lived after St. Joh, (as one of them did,) their 
Sentences mighr have paſſed for ſo many Paraphraſes 
upon 
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upon the Text, all declaring God to be Oxe Infinite Soul, 
Mina, or Spirit. 

But perhaps our Author will here ſay, What is all this 
to the purpoſe, ſince we found our knowledge of the 
Three Divine Perſons, wholly upon Revelation? And I 
grant, we do ſo : Yet nevertheleſs I ſhall, by his good 
favour, ſhew, That what I have alledged is very 
much to the purpoſe. And to this end, premiſing here 
what we have already proved, viz. That to be One Tafi- 
nite Mind, and t6 be T hree diſtin Infinite Minds, involve 
in them a Mutual Negation of, and ContradiCtion to 
one another : (Foraſmuch as to be Vu, is to be Indivi- 
ſumin ſe ; that is to ſay, Indiviſible into more things, 
ſuch as 1t ſelf.) This, I ſay, premiled, 

Firſt, I deſire this Author to produce that Revelation, 
which declares the Three Per/ſozs of the Bleſſed Trinity, to 
be Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits, For I deny 
that there is any ſuch. 

Secondly, I affirm, That whatſoever is a Truth in 
Natural Reaſon, cannot be contradicted by any other 
Truth declared by Revelation ; ſince it is impoſſible for 
any one Truth to contradict another. / 

Upon which grounds, I here ask our Author, Ts it a 
ContradiCtion for-Oze God to be One Infinite Mind, or Spi- 
rit, and to be alſo Three Infinite Minas, or Spirits ? Tf he 
grant this (as I have proved it, whether he does or no) 
then I ask him in the next place, Whether it be a Pro- 
poſition true in Natural Reaſon, ['That God is one Tofinite 
| Mind, or Spirit? ] If he grants this aHo, then I infer, 
That it cannot be proved true from Revelation, [That 
God-is Three Infinite Minds, or Spirits,] ſince the certain 
Truth of the firſt Propefition ſuppoſed and ne 
muſt needs diſprove the Truth of that Reve/ation,which 
pretends to eſtabliſh the ſecond. 

* But 
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But, ſome again may perhaps ask, Suppoſe it were re- 
vealed in expreſs Terms, [That God is Three diftinit Infi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits,] would you 1n this caſe throw a-- 
{ide this Revelation in ſubmiſſion to the former Propoſi- 
tion declared by Natural Reaſon * I Anſwer, No : But 
if the Revelation were.expre/s and undeniable, T would 
adhere to it ; but at:the ſame time, while I did fo, I 
would quit the former Propoſition, and conclude, That 
Natural Reaſon had not difcourſed right. when it con- 
cluded, That God was one Infiaite Mind, or Spirit : But. 
to hold both Propofitions to be True, and-to aſſent to 
; both as ſuch, This the Mind of. Man can never 
Q. 

So that; in a word; I conclude, That-if it be certain-- 
ly true from Reaſon, That God s One Infinite Mind, or 
Spirit, , No Revelation: can, or onght- to be pleaded, 
T hat he « Three diſtintt Infinite Minds, or Spirits : And it 
Revelation. cannot,. or -ought- not-to be pleaded for it, . 
I am ſure, we have no ground to believe it.. And yet at. 
the ſame time Town and aflerta-Reyelation of: the truth 
of this Propoſition, [That God i Fhree Perſons, Jor,which 
is all one, [That God is Father, San, aud Holy Ghoſt,] 
ſince it does not at all contradict. the forementioned Pro- 
poſitions founded upon Natural Reaſon, [viz. That God 
# One Infinite Mind, or Spirit,] nor could it yet ever be 
proved to do ſo, either by. Arrians, or- Socintans. But 
on the contrary, .theſe two Propoſitions,. viz. [God is 
One Infinite Mind,or Spirit] and that other, [God is Three 
diſtin#t Infinite Minds,or Spirits] (which he muſt be,if the - 
Three Devine Perſonsare Three —_—_ Infinite Mizas, or 
Spirits) are.Groſs,. Palpable, and *Irreconcileable Con-- 
traditions, And becauſe they are fo, it 1s: demonſtra- 
tively certain, That the ſaid Three Perſons are not Three - 
aiſtinit Infinite Minas, or Spirits * Asthis Author _ | 

all; 
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.all Principles of Philoſophy and Divinity, has moſt er- 
roneoully affirmed them -to be. 

I have ſaid enough, I hope, upon this Subject, But 
before I quit it, it will not be amiſs to obſerve what 
work this Man makes with the Per/ſozs of the Bleſſed 
Trinity, (as indeed he ſeldom almoſt turns his Pen, but he 

gives ſome ſcurvy ſtroke at it or other,) particularly in 
Page 89, he affirms, That the Expreſſion of [the Oze 
true God, and the only true God] cannot properly be attri- 
buted to the Son, nor to the Holy Ghoſt, From whence T 
infer, That then neither can the Expreſſion of [Go4, or 
the True God] be properly attributed to the So, or to 
the Holy Gho#t. Foraſmuch as the Terms [Oe Goa] 
and [Ore True God, or one only True God] are equivalent. 
The Term [Ore God] including in it every whit as 
much as the Term [Ore Trae God, or One only True God] 
and the Term [Oze True God, or One only True God] 1n- 
cluding in it no more than the Term [Oze God ;] and 
conſequently if *he aſſerts, That theſe Terms cannot 
with equal Propriety be attributed to, and predicated of 
the Sox and the Holy Ghoſt, we have him both Arriaz 
and Macedonian together in this Afſertion. 

AndT believe his Adverſary the Author of the Notes 
could hardly have deſired a greater Advantage againſt 
him, than his calling it (as he does) 4 Corruption of the 
Athanafian Creed, to joyn the Term [Oe Trae God] to 
every Perſon of the Trinity ; adding withal, That upon 
the doing ſo, 7t would ſound pretty like a Contradiction to 
ſay in the cloſe [That there was but One True God.) Theſe 
are our Author's words, but much fitter to have pro- 
ceeded irom a Socznian;than from one profeſling a belief, 
and (which is more) 4 defence of the Trinity, But in 
an{wer to them, T tell him, That the repeated Attribu- 


tion of [The One True Goa, or only True God] to each -_ 
| rhe 
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the Three Perſons is no Corruption of that Creed at all; 
Foraſmuch as theſe Terms ['The One True God, and the 
only True God] import, an Attribute purely Efſential,and 


ſo - ang and in Common belonging to all the 'FThree- 


Perſons, and not an Attribute- properly Perſonal, and fo 
appropriate to ſome one or other of the ſaid Per/ozs. And 
if this Author would have duly diſtinguiſhed between 
Eſſential and Perſonal Attributes, he could not have diſ< 
courſed of theſe Matters at ſo odd a rate, as here he does. 
And therefore I deny it to be any Contraaidton (let it 
ſound in his Ears how it will) to conclude, That the 
{aid Three Perſons (notwirhſtanding this Repetition) 
are not Three True Gods, but only One True God; But he 
lays, That ſuch a Repeated Application implies as if each 
Perſox conſidered as diſtinguiſhed and ſeparated from the other 
were the One True God, 'TowhichT Anſwer, 


I. That to imply as if a thing were ſo, and to imply, 
that really it is ſo, makes a very great difference in the 
caſe; indeed fo great, that this Author muſt not think 
from words implying only the former to conclude the 
latter ; which yet muſt be done,or what he here alledges 
is nothing to his purpoſe. Bur 


2. T Anſwer yet farther, That the forementioned 
words do indeed 7mply, and (which 1s more) plainly 
declare, That the 'Three Perſoxs who are faid to be [the 


Oe, or only True God] are,while they ſuſtain that Attri-- 


bute, really diſtin from one another, but it does not 
imply, "That this is-ſaid of them under that peculiar For- 
mality, as they are diſtint, and much leſs, as ſeparated; 
which latter they neither are, nor can be. The truth is, 
what he has ſaid againſt the repeated Application of this 
Term to-every one of the Three Perſons, may be equally 
| objected 


- 
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objefted againſt all the repeated Predications in the Arha- 
aſian Creed ; but to as little purpoſe, one as the other ; 
ſince, albeit all theſe Predications do agree to Perſons 
really diſtin, = wo agree not to them under that for- 
mal and preciſe conſideration as di/ti : For nothing but 
their reſpeCtive Perſonal Relations agree to them under 
_ Capacity ; and this effeCtually clears off this Ob- 
10N. | 

But here I cannot but wonder, that this Man ſhould 
jumble together theſe two Terms [di#inguiſhed and ſe- 
parated] as he does twice here in the compaſs of eight 
Lines ; when the ſignification of them, as it is applyed 
to the Three Divine Perſons, is {0 vaſtly different, that 
one of theſe Terms ['viz. diſtinguiſhed] neceſſarily be- 
longs to them, and the other which is [ſeparated] neither 
does nor can take place amongſt them : Nay, and 
when this Author himſelf has ſo earneſtly and frequently 
contended for the difference of them ; as all along aſſert- 
ing the di#inttion of Perſons, and as often denying 
their ſeparation. 

But he proceeds, and ſays, That this Expreſſion of 
[The One [or only] True God] ts never (that he knows of) 
attributed to Son, or Holy Ghoſt, either in Scripture, or 
any Catholick Writer. W hich words, methinks, (as I can- 
not but obſerve again) do not look, as if a Man were 
- Writing againft the Socizians. Nevertheleſs admitting 
the Truth of his Allegation, That this Term [the One 
True God] is not to be found expreſly attributed to the Son, 
or the Holy Ghoſt, will he infer from hence, that there- 
fore it neither can, nor ought to be ſo? For if that be 
attributed to them-both in Scripture and Catholick Wri- 
ters, which neceſſarily and eſſentially implys [The one 
True God] and does, and muſt ſignifie the very ſame 
Thing, is it not all one, as if. 7» Termizis it had been 
| aſcribed 


IF 
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aſcribed to them ? Doubtleſs there are ſeveral other Rx-. 
reſſions in the 4rhanaſian Creed, as hardly (as this) to 
C found elſewhere : However, the Thing being certain. 
from other words equivalent, this exception 1s of no 
force at all; nor by any one, who underſtands theſe 
Matters, is, or ought. to be. accounted fo; and much: 
leſs can I ſee to whatend: it ſhould be inſiſted upon by 
any one, while he is encountring the Socinians : And: 
therefore, whereas he ſays, This Attribute, or Title, 
viz, [The One True God] cannot fo properly be aſcribed to: 
any one Perſon , but only to the Father ; (whom, he tells 
us, the Fathers call the Fountain of the Deity) what 
he here deſigns by the words ſo Proper (which ſeem to-. 
import degrees of Propriety) I cannot well tell : But 
this IT ask, in ſhort, May 1t be properly attributed to 
the Son, and to the Holy Ghoſt, or may 1t.not ?. If not ;. 
then they are not properly [The Oe Frae GodJ nor con-. 
ſequently are they properly [The True God : ] For what- - 


”__ any one property is, that he may be properly ſaid to. 


And as for [the Father's beiag- the Fountain of the 
Deity,] T hope he looks upon this Expreſſion only as Me-. 
taphorical, and ſuch as ought not to be ſtretched to the 
utmoſt of its Native Sence, for fear the Conſequences of 
it may engage him too far, to beable to make an hand-. 
fome Retreat ;. which I aſſure him, if he:does.not.take - 
heed, they certainly. will. But, in a word, I demand 
of him, Whether [the Father*s being the Fountain of the 
Deity] does appropriate and reſtrain the Thing expreſ- 
ſed by the [Ore True God] to the. Father in contra-di-. 


RinQton to the other Two: Perſoxs,.or not ?- If it does,. 


then the ſame Abfurdity recurs,viz.. [That neither # the 
Son, nor the Holy Ghoſt, the One True God] and con- 


ſequently, neither ſimply, really and eſſentially [Gel] 


CHaPTER V. 
But on the other fide, if [the Father”s _—_— Fountain 
of the Deity] does not appropriate the Thing figni 
by {the One Trae God) tothe Father, then it leaves it 
common to the other Two Perſons with Himſelf, and to 
each of them. And whatfoever is fo, may with the 
ſame Propriety and Truth of Speech be aſcribed to, and 
affirmed of them, as it is often aſcribed to, and affirmed 
of the Father Himſelf, The Truth 1s, this Man's ad- 
venturous and unwary way of expreffing himſelf in this 
facred and arduous Subject, (to give it no worſe word, 
whatſoever it may deſerve) affords the Arrians and Soc:- 
z»iansno {mall Advantages againſt this DoQrine ; ſhould 
it ſtand upon the ſtrength of His Defence, as (thanks be 
to God) it does not. 

Bur I muſt not here omit that m—__ which, in the 
former part obthis Chapter,I promifed more particularly 
'to conſider ; a Paſſage, which indeed looks ſomething 
ſtrangely. It is that in P.258. line 27. where he tells us, 
that he allows, That iz: the Bleſſed Trinity there are Three 
Holy Spirits, but denys, That there are Three Holy Ghoſts ; 
ſo natural is it for falfe Opinions to force Men to abſurd 
Exprefſfions.But my Anſwer to him is ſhort and poſitive, 
That neither are there Three Holy oy nor Three Holy 
"Ghoſts in the Bleſſed Trinity in any ſenſe properly belong» 
ing to theſe words. However , the 'Thing meant by 
him (ſo far as it is reducible to Truth and Reaſon) is, 
and muſt be this, iz. "That when the Third Pero 
-of the Trinity is called the Holy Ghoſt, there the word 
Holy Ghoi# (which otherwiſe ſignifies the ſame with 
Holy Spire) muſt be taken Perſonally, and conſe- 
quently Incommunicably , but when the Father, or Soz, 
your to:be a Spirir, or Holy Spirit , there Spirit muſt 
be\ underftood Effertially , for that Immaterial , Spiri- 
zaal, and Divine Natare-, which is common.to, and 

A 2 Predicable 
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Predicable of all the Divine Perſons. All which is 
moſt true. But then, for this very Reaſon, I muſt tell 
our Author withal, That as Holy Gho#t taken Perſonally 
is but Namerically one; 1o Spirit, or Holy Spirit, as it 1s 
underſtood Eſſentially, is but Namerically one too. And 
therefore, though the Father may be called a Spir:t, or 
Holy Spirit, and the two other Perſons may each of them 
be called fo likewiſe, yet they are not therefore Three d;- 
ftinit Spirits, or Holy Spirits, nor can be truly fo called 
as this Author pretends they ought to be, and we have - 
ufficiently diſproved) but they are all one and the ſame 
Holy Spirit Eſſentially taken ; and which, ſo taken, is as 
much as oe and the ſame God, And moreover, though 
Spirit underſtood Perſonally diſtinguiſhes the Third Per- 
on from the other two, yet taken Eſſentially, it ſpeaks 
him oze and the ſame Spirit, as well as oz#-and the [ame 
God with them, and can by no means diftinguiſh him 
from them, any more than the Diwize Eſſence, or Nature, 
(which Spzri#, in this ſence, is only another word for) 
can diſcriminate the Three Perſozs from one another. So 
that upon the whole Matter, it is equally fake and im- 
poſſible, That in the Bleſſed Trinity there fhonld be 
Three Holy Spirits, or Holy Gho#s, (Terms perfe&tly 
Synonymous). either upon a mm or an Eſſential ac- 
count ; and conſequently that there ſhould be ſo at all. 
For, as the ward y”-_ 1mportsa peculiar Mode of Sub- 
ſiitence, by way of Spiration from the Father and the 
Sor, 10 it is Perſonal and Incommunicable ; but as it im- 
_ the Immaterial Subitance of the Deity, ſo indeed (as 
eing the fame with the Dezty it ſelf ) it-is equally Com- 
mon to all the-Three Parſons ; but ſtill, for all that, re- 
mains Numerically one and no more; as all muſt acknow- 
ledge the Dezty to be. And this is the true ſtate of the 
Caſe. But to ſtate the difterence between the Holy Gho#t, 
| and 
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and the other Two Perſons, upon ſomething ſignified by 
Holy *Ghoit , which 1 not ſignified by Hh Spirit, 
(as the words of this Author manifeſtly do ; whule he 
affirms Three Holy Spirits, but denies Three Holy Gho#s ) 
this is not only « playing with words (which he pretends 
to ſcorn) bur « taking of words for things ;, which, I am 
ſure, is very ridiculous. | 

- And now, before I conclude this Chapter, (having a 
Debt upon me declared at the beginning of it) I leave 
it ro the Impartial and Diſcreer Reader to judge, what 
is to be thought or ſaid of that Man, who in fuch an 
Inſolent, Decretorious manner, ſhall in ſuch a point as 
this before us, charge Noxſence and Hereſie, (two very 
vile words) upon all that Subſcribe.not to this his New 
(and before unheard of) Opinion. T muſt profeſs, I ne- 
. ver met with the like in any Sober Author, and hardly 
in the moſt Licentious Libeller : The Nature of the Sb- 
je&, I have, according to my poor Abilities, difcuſſed, 
and finding my ſelf thereupon extremely to diſſent from 
this Author, am yet by no means willing to paſs for a 
Nonſenſical Heretick for my pains. For muſt it be Non- 
ſence not to own Contradictions ? viz. That One Infinite 
Spirit is Three diſftind Infinite Spirits? Or muſt it be 
Ferefie not to Subſcribe to Tritheiſme, as the beſt and 
moſt Orthodox Explication of the Article of the Trinity ? 


I41 


As for — it muſt certainly imply the aſſerting of 


ſomething for true concerning the Subject diſcourſed of, 
which yet in Truth is contradiQtory to it (fince there 
ean be no Non-ſence but what contradiQs ſome Truth.) 
And whereas this Author has elſewhere, viz. P. 4. de- 
clared it unreaſonable to charge a contradidtion 'in a 

Thing, where the Nature of the Thing diſcourſed of is not 
throughly comprehended and underſtood, T defire to know 
of him, whether he throughly underſtands and compre- 
hends 
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hendsthe Articleand MyKery of the 7749x757? If he ſays, 

he does, I need no other Demonſtration of his unfitneſs 
.to write about it. But if he owns that he does not, let him 

only ſtick to his own Rule, and then he may keep the 
. Charge of Non-ſence tor himſett. 

But what ſhall we fay tothe Charge of Herekfie, -(in 
-which St. Auſtin would have no Perſon, whois fo:charg- 
ed to be filent ? ) Why, in the firſt place wemult ſearch 
and enquire, whether it be fo, or no ? And here, if my 
Life lay upon it, I cannot find either in Ireneus adversds 
Hereſes, or in Tertullian's Preſcriptions contra Fereticos, 
-Cap. 49. Nor in Philsſtrias's Catalogue, nor in _ 
#14us, nor in St. Auſtin, nor in Theogoret, nor in Johannes 
Damaſcenus's Book de Hareſibus ; nor in the latter Hereſio- 
logiſts, ſuch as Alphonſus 4 Caſtro & Prateolus, with ſeve- 
ral others : T cannot, I fay, find in all, or in any one of 
theſe the Herelie of zot aſſerting the Three Perſons of the 
Bleſſed Trinity to be Three diſtint# Infinite Minds, or Spi- 
rits ; no, nor yet the Hereſie E denying them to. be ſo. 
But where then may we find it ? Why, im this Author's 
Book. And therefore look no further ; it 1s. enough, 
that ſo great a Maſter has faid it; whoſe Authority in 
fayinga Thing,is as good as another Man's 1n proving it, 
at..any time : And he fays it (as we ee) poſitively, and 
perhaps (if need be) will be ready to take his Corporal 
Oath upon it, That fuch as deny his Hypotheſis are He- 

veticks. 

Now in this caſe our Condition is, in good earneft, ve- 
ry fad; and TI know nothing to-.comfort us, but that the 
:Statute de Heretico comburendo 1s Repealed. And well 
is it for the Poor Clergy and Church of Exg/aza, that it 
is {o; for otherwiſe this Man would have kindled ſuch a 
Fire for them, as would have torrified them with-a ven- 
geance, But as he has fiocked: the Church he” 6-ri 
plenty 
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plenty of New Hereticks (and all of his own making) ſo 
could he, by a ſway of Power, as Arbitrary as his Divi- 
zity, provide for them alſo ſuch a Furnace as that of Ne- 
buchadnezzar (whom in his Imperious Meen and Hyu- 
mour he ſo much reſembles) yet he muſt not think, 


That the Sound and Firgle of Seif-Conſciouſneſs and Mu- 


tual-Conſciouſneſs ( how melodioully ſoever they may 


tinkle in his own Fars) will ever be able to Charm Men 


over to the Worſhip of his 1do/ ; ot make them Sacrifice 
their Reaſon and Religion either to ZZ:7zz, or to the New 
Notions which he has ſet xp.. And: indeed T cannot but 
here further declare, that-to me it ſeems one of the moſt 
prepoſterous and unreaſonable things in Nature, for an 


one firſt to aſſert Three Gods, and when he has ſo well 
furniſhed the World with Dezrtes, to expe&t that all 


Mankind ſhould fall down and Worſhip Him. 
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CHAT. TE 


In which is Conſidered, what this Author pretends 
to from the Authority of the Fathers and 
School-men, in behalf of his Hypotheſis ; 
and ſhewn, in the fir place, That neither do the 
Fathers own the Three Divine Perſons to be 
Three Diſtinff Infinite Minds , nor Self- 
Conſciouſneſs to be the Formal Reaſon of their 
DiſtinEion. | 


with this Author, upon the Reaſon and Nature of 
e Thing it ſelf. But that is not all, which he pre- 
tends to defend his Cauſe by ; endeavouring to counte- 
nance italſo with great Authorities ; and that in theſe 
poſitive and remarkable words, 

This is no New Notion (lays he) bat the conſtant Do- 
frine both of the Fathers and the Schools, Page 101. 

Theſe are his very words ; and I deſire the Reader 
carefully to conſider, and carry them along with him in 
his Memory. For as they are as: poſitive, as Contfi- 
dence can make them : ſo if they are not made good to 
the utmoſt, they ought ſeverely to recoil upon any 
_ , who ſhall preſume to expreſs himſelf at ſuch a 

ate. 


I Have in the foregoing Chapters debated the Point 
t 


And 
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And now, that we may do him all the right that may 
be, The way to know, whether this Author's Hypo- 
theſis be the Conſtant DoQtrine of the Fathers and 
Schools, 1s inthe firſt place truly and fairly to ſet down, 
what this. Author's DoCtrine is, and wherein it does 
conſiſt; as we ſhall declare, what the received Do- 
Arine of the Fathers and Schools is, in our Eighth 
Chapter. 

Now we ſhall find, That the whole Doctrine deli- 
vered by him concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, is compre- 
hended under, and reducible to theſe four Heads. 


Firſt, That the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, 
are T hree diſtinft Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 

Secondly, That Self-Conſciouſneſs is the Formal Rea- 
ſon of Perſonality; and conſequently that each of the 
Divine Perſons is ſuch 1 a aiſtintt Self-Conſciouſneſs pro- 
perly and peculiarly belonging to him. 

Thirdly, That the Three D:wvize * Perſons being thus 
diſtinguiſhed from one another by a di/t+n&# Self-Conſci- 
fn; proper to each ofthem, are all United in one and 
the ſame Nature, by one Matual-Conſciouſneſs Common 


_ tothem all. And 


Fourthly and m_— That a Trinity in Unity, and ax 
Unity in Trinity, by this Explication and Account given 
of it, is a'very Plain, Eafie and Intelligible Notion. 


Theſe four Heads, or Particulars, I ſay, contain in 
them a full and fair repreſentation of this Author's 
whole Hypotheſis concerning the Oeconomy of the Ble/- 
ſed Trinity: And Tam well affured, That the knowing 
and impartial Reader, neither will, nor can deny, that 
they do ſo. | 
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In the next place therefore, that we may fee how far 

our Author makes good all the faid Particulars by the 
Authority of the Fathers, as he has peremptorily promi- 
ſed and undertook to do, T think it requiſite to conſider, 
how the Fathers expreſſed themſelves upon this Subje&; 
and how this Author brings the ſaid Expreſhions to his 
purpoſe. For ſurely the natural way of knowing a 
Writer's Mind is by the Words and Expreiſions, Thich 
he pretends to deliver his Mind by. But concerning 
theſe we have our Author declaring, 
Firſt, _ he has not troubled _ with the 
ſenification of Eſſence, Hypoſtaſis, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, 
rag rerake Natare, es _ and oe of 
his Readers could give him a very good Reaſon why, 
though I fear too true for him to be pleaſed with. Burt 
the Reaſons which he himſelf alledges for his not trou- 
bling his Readers either with theſe Terms, or the Ex- 
plication of them, are, 

Firft, 'Fhat they were wery differently afed by the Fathers 
themſelves, Page 101. And be it ſo; yer ftill for all that, 
#ſed by them they were ; and that not fo very difterently 
neither; the chief difference having been about the 
words goa and wazos, which yet was fairly accorded, 
and well nigh ſetled between the Greeks and the Latizes, 
before the end of the 6th Century, as. ſhall be further 
made to appear in our Eighth Chapter. ' And” his next 
Reaſon for his not troubling his Reader (forſooth) with 
theſe Terms is, Becauſe they have (as he tells us) wery 
much obſcured the Doitrine of the Trims), inſtead of explain- 
ing it, Page 101. which being one of the Chiet 'T hings; 
which, he might conchude, would affuredly be diſputed 
with Him ; for thus to: prefume it, before he had 
proved it, is manifeſtly to beg the Queſtion. In the 
mean time, certain it is, That theſe, and theſe only 

were 
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were the Terms which the Fathers uſed in their Diſputes 
about the Trinity, and by which they mannagcd them ;; 
and conſequently, were they never ſo Ambizuors, Faulty, 
or Improper (as they are much the contrary) yet, who- 
ſoever will pretend to give the Sence of the Fathers, 
muſt have recourſe to them, and do it by them; and to 
do otherwiſe would be to diſpute at Rovers, or (as The 
word is) to ſpeak without Book ; which may much bet- 
ter become our Author in the Pulpit, than in the man- 
nagement of ſuch a Controverſie. 

And now let the Reader (whom he 1s fo fearful of 
troubling with any Thing that is to the Purpoſe) judge, 
Whether this Man has not took a moſt extraordinary 
way of proving his Dottrine the very ſame with the Fathers. 
For neither in the firſt place does he ſet down, what the 
DoQtrine of the Fathers concerning the Trinity was ; 
which yet, one would have thought, was abſolutely ne- 
cefſary for the ſhewing how his own Dottrine agreed 
. with it, which he profeſſed to be his deſign : Nor, in 
the next place, does he either aſe, or reard, or offer to 
explain thoſe Terms, which the Fathers all along deli- 
vered that their DoCtrine in ; but 1s ſo far from it, That 
he reproaches, explodes, and utterly rejects them, as ſerving 
only to obſcure this Doctrine, inftead of explaining it : 
Which, in my poor Judgment, is ſuch a way of pro- 
ving the- Fathers on his fide, as perhaps the World never 
heard of before, and will be amazed at now. But it is 
his way, and it will not be long before we find him be- 
ſtowing a like caſt of his kindneſs upon the School-mer 
es} -- 
But ſince, notwithſtanding all this, He allows the 
Fathers (Zood Men) to have meant well, and taught 
right ; albeit, by reaſon of a certain Infelicity and Awk- 


wardnels they had in repreſenting whar they meant, by 
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what 
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what they wrote, their meaning ought, by no means, to be 
gathered from their owz _ 
introducing anew and laudable Cuſtom amongſt the Fa- 
thers and Soxs of the Church, that the Soxs nut teach 
the Fathers to ſpeak) our Author has, for theſe and the 
like Reaſons, 1n great Charity and Compaſſion to their 
Infirmities, provided two other and better words of his 
own Invention, viz. Self-Conſciouſneſs, and Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs, by which alone the True Senſe and Do- 
Qrine of the Fathers, in all their Writings about this 
Article of the.7rinity, may, or can be underſtood. 
Nevertheleſs.how kind ſoever this deſign of his may 
be, yet to me it ſeems very unreaſonable. For, in the 
firſt place, it is, (upon. the moſt allowed grounds of 
Reaſon). a juſt, and a ſufficient Preſumption,. that the 
Fathers were wholly. Strangers to what. our Author in-- 
tends by thefe two words, for that they never ſo much 
as mention, or make uſe of the words: themſelves :. 
Whereas, to be Self-Conſcious, and Mutually-C onſcions, 
were things (ng doubt) cafie enough, not only for the 
Fathers, but for any Man elſe of Common Senſe to find. 
out and underſtand ; and they mighralſo, without much- 
difficulty, have been applyed to the Divine Natare, as: 
well as other ACts of Kyowledge ;, and therefore ſince the. 
Fathers never uſed them in this caſe, it. is but too-plain, 
that they never thought. them fit, or proper for this pur-- 
poſe. _ For the Arriaz Controverſie. was. then, viz. in 
the 4th and 5th Centuries (in which alſo.the: moſt Emi- 
nent of the Fathers wrote againſt it) at the Higheſt; 
Among which Writers, Gregory Nyſſew» (whom this: 
Author ſo often quotes) has a Paſſage, which, in this. 
caſe, is to.me very remarkable, anda: Rational ground. 
to conclude, that he knew nothing of Matual-Conſciouſ- 
neſs,. as. it is here applyed by this Author. Fo For 
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Notion of it, which this Author ſo much 


cular. And beſides all this, it is moſt wor- ic 1515. 
thy to be Noted, That the very Terms in 
which the Orthodox Writers expreſſed themſelves about 
the Trinity, and whatſoever related to it, were ſeverely 
canvaſed and examined, and ſome of them ſettled by 
Councils ; which is a fair Proof, that the ſaid Terms 
were fixed and authentick, and: excluſive:of all others, 
and conſequently of thoſe of this Author, as well as of 
the Notion ſignified by, and couched under them, which 
he would here with ſuch Confidence obtrude upon the 
World, by and from the Credit of the Fathers, tho? their 
Writings demonſtrate, that they were wholly uncon- 
cerned, both as-to his DoCtrines, and his Expnatiiins 
Nor can any Want, or Penury of words be here: 
pleaded for their ſilence in this Matter, ſince the Greek 
being ſo happy,. above. all other Languages, . in joyning 
and compounding words together ; in all probability 
had the Fortunes of Greece (as the word is) been cor- 
cerned in the caſe, we might have heard of ſome:ſuch 
words, as, auTzouvadya, and xgiwoowsdnns.. Or fince moſt 
ſuch words, as in Ezgliſh terminate in -xeſs, .uſually in, 
the. Greek terminate in <ygs, poſſibly we might have met. 
with ſome ſuch. made-words, as,. wwwoweSyougs, and: 
4givogo we yopgsy. Tince theſe do more properly imporrt: 
Conſciouſneſs than the former ; which rather ſignitie Self 
Conſcience 
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Conſcience and Mutual-Conſtience, and ſo in, ſtriftneſs of 
Speech, differ ſomething from the other. But he who 
fecks inthe Greet Fathers for theſe words, or any thing 
like them (as applyed to the Trinity) may ſeek longer 
than his Eyes can ſee. 

Nor will his Inqueſt ſucceed at all better amongſt the 
Latines, For although that Language be extremely leſs 
copious than the other, and ſo affords no one Latize 
word either for Self-Conſciouſneſs, or Mutual-Conſciouſ- 
zeſs, but what we mult firſt make, and being made would 
ſound very barbaroully ; yet,no doubt, there were ways 
and words enough to hes otherwiſe expreſſed the ſame 
thing, had they found it the fitteſt and beſt Notion to 
have expreſled this great Article by. But no ſuch thing 
or word occurs in any of their Writings. 

But why do I ſpeak of the Greek and Latine Fathers ? 
When the very School-men, the boldeft Framers and In- 
ventors of Words and Terms, of all others, where they 
think them neceſſary to expreſs their Conceptions by, 
notwithſtanding all their Quiddzttes, Hecceities, and Per- 

ſeities, and the Pike, have yet no word for Self-Conſciouſ- 

neſs and rg WI 8-19 0 : which is a ſufficient De- 
monſtration, that either the thing it ſelf never came in- 
to their Heads ; or (which is moſt likely) that they ne- 
ver thought it of any uſe for the explication of this My- 
ſtery, which yet they venture further at, than any other 
Writers whatſoever. 

But after all ; though this Author is very much -con- 
cerned to ward off the charge of Novelty and Singulari- 

from his Notions, (for which I cannot blame him ; 
this being a _ ſufficient to confound and cruſh an 
ſuch Notion applyed to fo Sacred and received an Article 
as the Trinity) and for this cauſe 15 not a little deſirous 
to ſhelter it with the Authority of the Fathers ; yet I af 
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fare the Reader, That he is no leſs careful and concerned 
to keep the Glory of the Invention wholly to himſelf,and 
would take it very ill either of Fathers, School-men, or 
any one elſe, ſhould they offer to claim the leaſt ſhare in 
it. For he roundly tells us, That the Fathers were not ſo 
happy as to hit upon his way of explaining this Myſtery, Page 
x26. Line 5. nay, andthat, how right a Judgment ſoe- 
ver they might have of it, yet in down-right Terms, 
T hat they knew not how to explain it, Page 126. Line 18. 
which, I confeſs, is no ſmall Complement paſſed upon 
himſelf (a thing which he is ſeldom or never failing in) 
but, in good earneſt, a very courſe one upon the Fa- 
thers. In ſhort, he would appropriate the Credit of the 
New Inventionentitely to himſelf, but with admirable, 
and more than Metaphyſical AbſtraQtion, at the ſame 
time clear himſelf of the Novelty of it ; and fo,in a word, 
prove it of at leaſt x2 or 13 hundred years ſtanding in 
the World ; when yet the Author of it was Born fince 
Comventicles _ in Exgland, as is well known. But 
I frankly yield him the Invention, as perfeCtly his own ; 
and fuch an one too, as he is more like to be known by, 
than ever admired for ; and fo, much happineſs attend 
him with it. INS 
But as little ſuccefs as we have had in ſeeking for his 
Darling and pecuhaf Notion of Self-Confeionſreſs and 
Mutual-Confcionſneſs, in the Ancient Writers of the 
Church, we are like to find no more in ſeeking for his 
other equally eſpouſed Norion and Opinion there, viz. 
That the Three Per/oxs of the Bleſſed Trinity are Three 
aiFtintt Infinite Minas, or Spirits : We find indeed the 
Terms er wm, vans, Nom, yywgl ugme, &c. but 


, 


not one Tittle of giz mdugm, Or Tis goa, except 
where gn (as T hinted before) 1s ſometimes uſed inthe 
lame ſenſe and fignification with vavgxos. And in this 
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caſe (I am ſure) no difficulty of framing Words, or 
Terms (as might poſſibly in ſome meaſure be pretend- 
ed inthe Caſe of Se/f-Conſcionſneſs) can with any colour 
of Reaſon be alledged for our not finding this Notion in 
the Fathers, had the thing it ſelf beenat all there. For 
can there be any words more Obvious, and Familiar 
than gw mgm, Or Tees Nees, in the Greek, or than 
Tres Spiritus, or tres Mentes, 1h the Latine ? But neither 
one nor the other are to bg met with any where among{(t 
them, as applyed to the Subje& now before us. 

But in Anſwer tothis, I expe& that our Author will 
reply, That they are not the words [Three diſtinit Infi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits] or thoſe other [of Self-Conſciouſ- 
eſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs] but the Things meant and 
ſignified by them, which he affirms to be found in the 
Fathers, But this is the very Thing which I inſiſt upon 
againſt him, iz. That the Non-uſage of rheſe words, 
(nor any other equivalent tothem)in the Works of thoſe 
Ancient Writers, (while they were ſo particularly, and 
nicely difputing this Matter) is a ſold Argument, That 
neither are the things themſelves there.For that all thoſe 
Great and Acute Men ſhould mean the very ſame thing 
with this Author, and not one of them ever light upon 
the ſame words, is not rationally to be imagined. For, 
What Reaſon can be given of this? Was either the 

Thing it ſelf (as Inoted before) of ſuch deep, or fub- 
lime Speculation, as not to be reached by them ? Or the 
ge, they wrote in, too ſcanty to expreſs their Spe- 
culations by ? Or can we think that the Fathers wrote 
Things without Words, as ſome do but too often write 
Words without Things ? So that to me it is evident to a 
Demonſtration, That the Fathers never judged, nor held 
in this Matter, as this Author pretends” they did : And 
beſides all this, there is yet one Conſideration more, -_ 
that 
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that of greater weight with me, than all that has been, 
or can be objected againſt rhis Man's pretenſions, viz. 
That it ſeems to me, and I queſtion not but to all So- 
ber Perſons elſe, (and that upon good reaſon) wholly 
unſutable to the wiſe and good Method of Goa*s Provi- 
dence, That a clear Diſcovery of ſuch a Principal Myſte- 
ry of the Chriſtian Religion, as the Trinity is, ſhould now 
at length be owing to the Invention, or lucky Hit of any 
one Man's ſingle Mind, or Fancy ; which ſo many Pi- 
ous, Humble, as well as Excellently Learned Perſons, 
with long and tedious ſearch,-and the hardeſt ſtudy, 
(and theſe no doubt, joyned with frequent and fervent 
Prayers to God, to enlighten and direct them in that 
ſearch) have been continually benny after, but could 
never attain to for above Sixteen Hundred Years toge- 
ther. This, I freely own and declare, 'That I judge it 
morally impoſſible for any ſerious, thinking Perſon, ever 
to bring himſelf to the belief of; and much leſs for any 
one, not Intexicated with intolerable Pride, to arrogate 
to Himſelf, 'To which ſort of Perſons God never reveals 
any thing extraordinary for the good of the World, or 
of themſelveseither. 

But, ſince I am now upon Diſputation, which 
has its.proper Laws, and that this Author may have 
no ground of Exception, I will proceed to examine 
his _—_ out of the Fathers, and try whether his 
Fiypotheſis may be found there, where, it 1s certain, that 
we can find none of his Terms. 

And here, he firſt begins with the DiſtinQtion of the / 
Divine Perſons, where I muſt remind him, That it is 
not the bare proving a Diſtin&ion of Perſons (which 
none, who acknowledges a Trinity, either doubts of, or 
much leſs, denies) which will here ſerve his turn ; but 


He muſt prove alſo, 'That they ſtand diſtinguiſhed as 
| RX Three 


F 


ſtinftion is -owing to 'Three diftin& Self-Confcioaf- 
preſſes belonging to them; erred all his 05g od 
fall beſide his Hypotheſis. 

Fhis premiſed, I will conſider what he alledges. And 
m the firſt place he poſitively tells us, Page ror. That no 
Man who acknowledges a Trinity of Perſons, ever denied, 
That the Son and Holy Spirit were Intelligent Minds, or Be- 
ings. To whichT Anſwer, 

Firſt, That it is not ſufficient for him,who advances a 
Controverted Propoſition, that none can be produced, 
who before denied it; but it lies upon him the Advancer 


of it, to produce forme who have affirmed it. Foraf- 
much asa bare non-denial of a Thing, never before af- 


firmed, can of it ſelf neither prove nor difprove any 
Thiag. But | | 
Secondly, I Anſwer further, That if none of the An- 
cient Writers did ever, in expreſs Terms, deny this, ir 
was becauſe none had before in exprefs Terms afferted 
it, But then I add alfo, That the Azcients have expreſly 
aſſerted that, which irrefragably infers a Negation of 
the ſaid Propoſition : For they have affirmed, That the 


Son and Holy Spirit are one  ſng/e Intelligent Mind, and 


conſequently that being fo, they cannot poffibly be more. 
And this 1s 4 full Anforor to this erp ſhift ; Rl an Ar-- 
ent, I am ſure, it deſerves not to be called. 

But he proceeds from Negatives to Poſitives, and tells 
us, Page 101. That tt i the Conſtant Lanygaage of the Fa-- 
thers (for it ſeems, he has read them alt) That the Sor 
is the Subtantial Word and Wiſdom of the Father, and 
that this can be nothing elſe, but to ſay,, That he # an Intel- 
Lgent Being, or Infinite Mind. And he is-fo, I confefs.. 
But does this infer, That He is therefore « d:tinit Inrel- 
ligent Mind, or Being from the Father ? This we days 

Bd + 
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Three diſtinit Infinite Minds, or Spirits, and that this Di- | 
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and it is the very Thing, which he ought to prove. 
it is not come B_ that paſs Vet, that we ſhould —- 
bare affirmation for a Proof of what he aiftirms. ” 


155 


He comes now. to Particulars, and tells us, That Gre- 


gory Nyſſen (though ſince he nenher mentions Book nor 
Page, this ought not to paſs for a-Quotation) calls the 
Son voeepy m vyp3ug, Which this Author renders Dp, or 
Trellef : AT wAll not deny, but that it may, by con- 
ſequence, import ſo much ; but Iam fure i does not by 
direft Signification; - Nosgyy = 2yphue, lignifics proper- 
ly, Res quedam IntelletFualis, or Foreledu preaita : And 
rl aceblng is ſo, but a Mizd, or Spirit, tt may (as I 
have faid) imply a Md, but it does not diret&tly {ignifie 
it, But mers NAT it does both ; does this expreſſion 
prove, That the Son #6 a yoegpy we oyprugs 4i/tixct from the 
Father ? By no means : For not only the Soz, but the 
Father may be called, Nogggy m +ypmus, and the Holy 
Gho#, Nosggy m pus, and yet they are not Three 
Noecea vp044m, but iy yoegg pr. And the Reaſon 
of this 1s, becauſe Nozepy ypIug, is an Eſſential Attribute 
following the Divine Nature, and therefore common to 
all the Three Perſozs, and not a Perſonal Attribute pecu- 
liar to any one of them. So that granting the Sox to 
be as truly and properly yosgy m vyprug, as this Author 
would have him, yet we abſolutely deny, That he is a 
diſtinft vozegv youu, from the Father, And this Ex- 
p_ I am lure, 1s far enough from proving him to 
0. | 

From Nyſſex, he paſles to St. Athanaſias, who (he 
tells us) obſerves out of theſe words of our 'Saviour, 
John 10. 30. exo @ mump i ropy, that our Saviour 
does not ſay, *9w »\ murhp # ap, but % top},, and that, 
by ſo ſpeaking, he gave us a perfe&t Duality of Perſons in 
the word eopv, and an Urtty of Nature in the word & 
| KK 2 _ A 


56 Animatfeerſtons, &C. 


Il which is very true, and that this diſtin&tion of Per- 


bom overthrows the Hereſie of Sabellizs ; and the Uni 

of their Nature, the Hereſie of Arizs. But then this is 
alſo as true, that all this 15s nothing at all to our Author's 
Purpoſe. For how: does this prove, either that the 
Three Divine Perſons are Three aiftintt Infinite Minds, or 
Spirits ? Or, that Self-Conſcionſneſs is the proper ground, 
or Reaſon of their diſtinEtion ? _ yes, (lays He) 
If the Father be an'Eternal Mind and Wiſdom, then the Son 
zs alſo an Eternal, but begotten Mind and Wiſdom. Very 
true ; but ſtill T deny, that it follows hence, That the 
Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom, ' Begetting, and the Eternal 
Mind, or Wiſdom Begotten, are Two diſtin Minds, or 


Wiſdoms, but only one and the ſame Mind, or Wiſdom, 


under theſe Two ai/tin6t Modifications of  Begetting and be- 
zng Begot. _ | : 201650] 

But he pretends to explain and confirm his Notion of 
a diftinit Mind, or Wiſdom, out of thoſe words of the 
Nicene Creed, in which the Son is ſaid to be God of - God, 
Light of Light, very God of very God.. \ 212d; 

By which words, I cannot imagine, how this Author 
thinks to ſerve his turn ;. Unleſs that by Light muſt be 
meant Infinite Wiſdom, or Infinitely Wiſe Mind, and that 
this muſt alſo infer the Father and Son to be Two aiſtinit 
Ifiniteh wiſe Minds, or Wiſdams, one iſſuing from the 
Otner.. | 
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_ That Light of Light imports not her 


ow once for all, 
wo diftintt Lights ; 
but oze Infinite Light under Two different ways of Subſiit- 
ing, Viz. either F an t felf, as 1t does in the Fa- 
ther, or of and from another; as it does iz the Sou. All 
which ' plainly and fully imported in and by the Particle 

of ] ſignifying properly Derivation, or-Communication 
£ £0 an kich itis ck to: And this is the clear 
undoubted ſenſe of the Wond, as it is uſed here. In 
the mean time, I hope the Arrians and Socinians will 
joyn in a Letter of "Thanks to this Author, for making 
ſuchan Inference from the NVicene Creed, 

In rhe next place, he comes to St. Auſtiz ; where, 

though T am equally at a loſs to find how he proves his 
Point by him, any more than by thoſe whom he has al- 
ready produced ; yet I will tranſcribe the whole Quota- Wz ratio- 
tion into the Margin, that ſo both the Reader may have {{'cogi ur 
it under his Eye, and the Author have no cauſe to com» dicamus 


plain, thar he is not fairly dealt with. _ - ing 
, elle ſapien- 
tem niſi habendo ſapientiam quam genuit non exiſtendo per e pater ſapientia, Dceinde fi 
ia eſt, Filius quoque ipſe, ficur dicirur, Deus de Deo, Lumen de Lumine, videndum eſt 
utrum poſlit Sapientia de Sapientia dici, f1 non eſt Deus pater ipſa ſapientia, ſed tantim Ge- 
nitor ſapientiz. Quod fi tenemus, cur non & magnitudinis ſux, & bonitatis, & xternicaris, 
8& omnipotentiz ſux Generator fit ? ur non ipſe ſit ſua magnirudo, & ſua boniras, & ſua #ter- 
nitas, & ſua Omnipotentia, ſed ea magnirudine magnus fir, quam genuir, & ci bonitate be- 
nus, &c, Aug. Tom. 3, Lib, 6, de Trinicate. | : 


. In the mean time let this Author 


Now that which he would infer from thence,ſfeems to 
be this, That God the Father is Infinitely Wiſe, by a Wil 
dom of his own diſtinct from that Wiſdom by/which the 
Sox is called The Wiſdom: of the Father ; and conſequent- 
Iy, rhat they are Two aiftini# Infinite Wiſdoms, or Infi- 
nitely Wiſe Minds, This, I fay, is that, which he would 
infer, and argue from St. Aſtiz, or I know. not- what 
elſe it can be.. 

But 
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;But rhis is by no means deducible from his words:for the 
Father is wiſe by one and the ſame Infinite Wiſdom equa]- 
ly belonging both to the Father and the Sox, but not by 
it under that peculiar Formality, as it belongs to the Son. 
For it belongs to the Sor, as Communicated to Him ; 
whereas it belongs to the Father, as Originally in and from 
Himſelf. 

And whereas it 1s objefted, That if the Father ſhould 
be Wiſe by the Wiſdom which he Begot, then he could not be 
ſaid to be Wiſe by a Wiſdom of his own, but only by a Begot- 
rew Wiſdom proper to the Son. T Anſwer, That neither 
does this follow ; ſince it is but one and the fame Efſer- 
tial Wiſdom in both, viz. in him who Begets, and in 
him who is Begotten : Though [4s] 7t i in him who is 
Begotten, it is not after the ſame way tn Him who Begets : 
So that it is this determining Particle ['as, or Quatenus] 
which by importing a diſtinction of the -zarzer, cauſes a 
quite different application of the Term, while the Thing 
is ſtill the ſame. For the Father himſelf is not denomina- 
ted Wiſe, even by that very Wiſdom what is Eſſential to 
Him,confidered as Perſonally determined to the Sos ; for ſo 
mult be conſidered as Derivedand Communicated,and no 


Divine 6b can avgree to the Father under the For- 
mal Conſideration of [ Derived and Communicated] albeit 


the Thing it ſelf, which is Derived and Communicated, 
abſolutely conſidered, may and does. In a word, the 
Father is Wiſe by one and the ſame Wiſdom, which is 
both in himſelf and in his Son, but not by it, as zt « i 
the Son. : 

But, by the way, it is worth obſerving, That this 
Man who here in the x02 and 103 Pages denies the Fa- 
ther to be Wiſe by this Begottes Wiſdom, which the Son is 
here called (and which, in the Senſe we have now given 
of it,is very true) and alledges St. 4uſtiz and gy" to 
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abett him in it. This very Man, I fay, =y 171. Line 
24. affirms, That the Son 1s that Wiſdom and Knowledge, 
mwherewith his Father knows himſelf. Where, If for the 
Father to be Wiſe and to know himſelf be formally the ſame 
AR, and as much the ſame as his W:/dom and Kyow- 
ledge can be, as it is manifeft, they are ; then, T leave it 
to this Author to tell us, which of theſe two Aﬀertions 
is falſe; for both of them, T am ſure, cannot be true. But 
he who makes nothing to contradi&t himſelf within the 
compaſs of two or three Pages (and ſometimes as many 
Lines) may do it cam Privilegzo at the diſtance of near 
Thirty. | 

And whereas it is urged again from the ſame place in. 
St. Auitin, That if we [ay the Father begets his own Wiſdom, 
we may as well fay, That he Begets his own Goodneſs, Great- 
neſs, Eternity, &C. | 

E Anſwer, No doubt but we may fay one as well as 
the other, but that in Truth and Propriety of Speech, 
we can fay neither. For God cannot properly be laid 79 
bezet Wiſdom, and much leſs his own Wiſdom, nor indeed 
any of his other Attributes, or Perfe&tions Eſſentially ta- 
ken and confidered ; he may indeed be ſaid to Comma- 
xicate them, and by ſuch Communication to Beget a Son. 
But ſtill, though theſe are thus ſaid to be Communicated, 
it is the Perfoz only, who is, or can be properly ſaid to- 
be Begotten.. | ; | 

But our Author tells us, Page 103. out of the next 


_ Chapter of St. Aaſtin(the words of which he ſhould have 


done well to have quoted) that he there calls God the 
Father, Sapientia Ingenita, and the Son, Sapientia Genita,. 
and are not theſe Two d:;ftinc# Infinite Wiſdoms ? 

I Anfwer, No : For that the Wiſdom here ſpoken of,is- 
not taken Abſolutely 47d Eſſentially, but only Perſonally : 
Thar is, for W:/dom under two ſeveral — L 

10 which: 
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which Modifications,. though they diverſifie and 4d;#1- 
guiſh the Thing they belong to, yet do not multiph it. 
For ſtill it is one and the ſame Wiſdom, which is both 
Genita, and Ingenita, though as #t is one, it is not the 
other. Sapientia, or Wiſdom, conſidered Abſolutely and 
Eſſentially 1n it ſelf, belongs in Common to all the Three 
Perſons; but with the Term Genita, or Ingenita joyned 
with it, it imports a peculiar Mode of Sabſitence, which 
determines it to a particular Perſonality : So that Sapiex- 
tia quatenus Genita properly and only denotes the Per- 
ſor of the Sov. In like manner when the Third Perſon 
of the Trinity 1s called the Spirir, The Term Spirit is 
not there taken Eſſentially for that Infinite Immaterial In- 
corporeal Nature, Abſolutely conſidered. (for ſo it is com- 
mon to all the Three Perſozs) but for that Infinite Incor- 
poreal Nature, Quatenus procedens aut ſpirata, and under 
that peculiar Mode of Subſiſtence, it belongs not to the 
other Two Perſoxs, but ſtands appropriate only to the 
Third, Nevertheleſs this makes them not Three d:i/tint# 
Infinite Spirits (as we have already ſhewn) but only one 
Infinite Spirit under Three diitind Modalities, Accord- 
ingly, when the So is here called the Wiſdom of the Fa- 
ther, that very Term [of the Father] imports a Modifi- 
cation of it peculiar to the Sox, but yet this Modificati- 
on does not make it another Wiſdom, from that which is 
in the Father ; ſince one and the fame Wiſdom may ſu- 
ftain ſeveral determining Modes. 

Our Author's next Quotation 1s out of Peter Lombard, 
Page 103. whom (for the Credit of what he Quotes 
from him) he ſtyles the Oracle of the Schools (though he, 
who ſhall read Lambertius Danes upon the firſt Book of 
kis Sentences, will quickly find what a Doughty Oracle 
he is.) The Paſſage quoted, proceeds upon the ſame 
Notion which we find 1n the foregoing Citarion otft of 

| St. Auſtin, 


ChHaPeTER VI. 161 


St. Auſtin, whom he allo alledges for it. Nevertheleſs, 

T ſhall Tranſcribe this alſo, as I did the other, both 

for the Choice Sruff contained in it, as alſo that the 
Reader may have it before him, and thereby fee, what — ed 
uſe our Author is able to make of it for his purpoſe, i ie 

Toat the 

Father ſhould be wiſe only by the Wiſdom he Begets] quia fi hoc eſt ibi eſſe quod ſapere, non 
per illam fapientiam quam genuir ſapiens dicirur Pater, alioquin non ipſa ad illo ſed ille ab 
Tpsa eſt. Si enim ſapientia quam genuir cauſa eft 111} ut ſapiens fir, eciam ur ſir ipia illi 


cauſa eſt; quod fieri non potelſt nifi gignendo eum, aur faciendo.: Sed nec genicricem nec 
conditricem Patris ullo modo quiſquam dixerit Sapientiam. Quid enim infanius ? &c. 


Lib. .1, Diſt, 32, Cap. 3+ 


Firſt of all then, he tells us; That iz God to be, and to 
be Wiſe, # the ſame thing. And1 grant it, with reſpe& 
to the Abſolute Simplicity of the Diwize ' Nature : but, 
for all that, T muſt tell him, "That zo Be, and ts be Wiſe, 
fall under two formally diſtin&t Conceptions, of which 
the former does not include the latter ; and that for this 
Reaſon, ſuch as treat C— of theſe Matters, 
do always allow 4 formal difference between them, and 
never treat of them, but as ſo conſidered. And let me 
tell him alſo, that this Conſideration looks yet ſome- 
thing further ; as inferring, That Things onus di- 
ſins, muſt have formally diſtin Effets ; ſo that the 

formal effe&t of one cannot be aſcribed to the other. 
And moreover, that it is a very groſs Abſurdity to con- 
found the Formal Cauſe with the Efficient, and 1o, to ar- 

e from one, as you would do from the other. 

Which Obſervations being thus laid down, let us ſee 
_ this Man and his Oracle argue in the Caſe. And it 
15 thus. 

Tf the Wiſdom which He [viz, God the Father] Begets, 
be the cauſe of his being wiſe, then it is the cauſe alſo of his 
very Being. 

Y In 


Y 
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In Anſwer to which, I deny the Conſequence. For 

that, Wiſdom is the cauſe of one's being Wile only by 4 
formal Can{ality, wiz. by Exiſting in Him, and aRQing 

him in iuch a particular way ; and this it does without 
being the Cauſe alſo of his Exi/tence, that being a Thing 
formally diſtin& from his Be:zg Wiſe : And therefore, 
though Wiſdom, I grant,muſt preſuppoſe the Exiſtence: 
of the Subje&t, where it has this effe&t : Yet it does not 
formally cauſe it ; or rather indeed, for this very reaſon, 
cannot poſſibly do ſo. 

But he proceeds and argues further, viz. That ſuppoſing 
the Wiſdom Begotten by the Father were the Cauſe both of his 
Being, and of his being Wile, then it muſt be ſo either by 
Begetting, or Creating him (for 10 I Interpret Conditri- 
cem) but for oze to ſay, That Wiſdom is any way the Be- 
getter, or Maker of the Father, would be the heighth of 
Madneſs. 

It would be ſo indeed. And ſo on the other ſide to- 
attempt to prove the Father and the Sox to be Two 4:- 
ſtintt Infinite Minds by ſuch ſtrange, odd, uncouth No- 
tions as theſe, which St.. Au##inz himſelf (particularly 
treating of them in his. 7 and x 5 Books de Trixttate) cons 
feſles to be Queſtiones nextricabiles, this, T ſay, (what- 
ſfoever may be the height of Madneſs) is certainly not the 
height of Diſcretion. Nevertheleſs, as to the Argument 
it ſelf, I deny the Conſequence. And that becauſe the: 
Begetting, or any otherwiſe. Producing a Thing imports. 
a Cauſe operating by a proper Efficiency, or Cauſality ; 
whereas Wiſdom, being only the formal Cauſe of one's: 
brag Wiſe, (as it would be. no other, could it be the 
Cauſe of one's very Being alſo) operates only by an In- 
ternal, Improper Cauſfality, 2iz. in a word; Wiſdom. 
makes one Wiſe, as Whireneſs makes a Thing White,, 
not by producing any Thing in him, but. by Exiſting in 


Ne him, 
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him, and affefting him by it ſelf, after ſuch a certain 
manner, and thereby giving him ſuch a cer:-ias Deno- 
mination. 

Now from hence let any one judge how forcibly and 
Philoſophically this Man Diſputes ; the Truth is, were 
the whole Argument Concluſtve, it were nothing to his 
purpoſe, But I was willing to ſhew, That his way of 
arguing is as defeQtive, as the Thing he Argues for is 
A find 

Nevertheleſs let us ſee, what the main Concluſion is, 
which he would draw from the Premifles. Why, it is 
this, That the Father is Eternal Wiſdom, or Mind, and the 
Son Eternal Wiſdom and Mind, IT give you his very 
Terms. And who denies this ? Or what does it conclude 
for him ? For ſtill I ask, Does he who ſays, That the 
Father is Eternal Wiſdom, or Mind, and the Son Eternal 
Wiſdom and Mina, by ſaying. ſo, affirm, That the Fa- 


ther and the Sox are Two diſtin Eternal Wiſdoms, or 


Minds? Any more than he who ſays, That the Father 
is God, and the S9z God, athrms them to be Two diſtinet 
Gods ? Let him = it if hecan; and he ſhall not fail 
< a through Contutation as ſoon as it can be Printed 

off. | 
But to give the Reader an Account of the whole mat- 
ter in ſhort. This Author has eſpouſed 2 very Hetero- 
dox and dangerous Notion, viz. .That the Three Perſons 
of the Bleſſed Trinity, are Three diſtint# Infinite Minas, or 
Spirits ; and, in order to the proof of this, would per- 
{wade us, That there are Tap diſtinct Wiſdoms, one in 
the Father, and the other in the Sox; and that, for this 
Reaſon : Becauſe the Father, who is Eſſeatially Wife, 
cannot be ſaid to be Wiſe by that begotten Wiſdom, which 
i in the Son(albeit the Sox be yet ſaid ro be the Wiſdom of 
the Father ) but that the Father muſt have one di/tinit 
| Y 2 H "iſaom 
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Wiſdom of his own, and the Sox another diftini# W;f- 
dom Ofgzis own. This, I am ſure, is the fall Account of 
his Argument from top to botrom. In Anſwer to which, 
F have plainly and undeniably ſhewn, That the Father 
is Wiſe by one and the ſame Eſſential Wiſdom, common 
to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, though not under that 
particular Modification, as it Subſiſts in the other Two 
Perſons, but by that peculiar Modification, by which it 
is appropriated to, and Subſiſts in his own. And that 
thoſe different Modifications do not, for all that, make 
it any more than one ſingle Numerical Wifdom, but on- 
ly oneand the ſame under ſo many aiſtini Modes of Sub- 
fetence, determining it to ſo many aiſtine|, Perſonali- 
Fes, | 
This is the Sum both of his Opinion and of mine, and 
I refer it to the Judicious Reader to arbitrate the Caſe 
between us, with this profeſſion and promiſe, that if 
in all, or any one of the Quotations alledged by him he 
can ſhew, That it is either expreſly affirmed, or neceſ- 
farily implyed, That the Father and the Son are Two diitinit 
Ivfinite Minds, T will, without. further proof of any 
fort, forthwith yield him the-Cauſe, and withal renounce 
all my poor ſhare in Common Senſe and Reaſon ; nay, 
and all belief of my own Eyes for the future. | 
But there is one Clauſe more, which he brings in as 

one part of his main Concluſion, Page 103. Line 33. viz. 
That if we confe(s this of the Father and the Son, to wit, 
That they are each of them Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom, 
there can }, 0 diſpute about the Holy Ghoſt who # Eternal 
Mind, aud W, 5/an diftintt both from Father and Son. 


Now this 1s perfeQtly gratis dictum, without either 
proof, or pretence of proof; and that whether we re- 
fpe& the Orthodox, or the Heterodox and Heretical. 


And, 


Firſt, 
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Firſt, For the Orthodox, they utterly deny the-Holy 
Ghozt to be an Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom diftin&t both 
from the Father and the Sox ; and I challenge this Au- 
thor to produce me but one reputed Orthodox Writer, 
who affirms it. In the mean time, it argues no ſmall 
Confidence (to give it the mildeit Term) in this Man 
to Aﬀſſert that 2s certain, and without Diſpute, which 1s 
neither granted on one ſide, nor ſo much as pretended to 
be proved on the other. But 

Secondly, If we reſpect the Heterodox and Heretical, 
who (no doubt) caz diſpute as much as others, will this 
Man ſay, That theſe alfo grant this his Aſſertion about 
the Holy Ghoſt without any diſpute ? No, it is certain, that 
they nefther do, nor will. For this Author may be 
pleaſed to obſerve, That as ſome. in the Primitive T imes, 
allowed the Son to be only /:ke rhe Father ;, fo they made 
the Holy Ghoſt a downright Creatare, and an inferiour 
Agent to Both. Such were the ITyzpolpayo: under 
their Head and Leader Macedonivus; as we ſee in 
St. Auſtin de Fereſibus, Cap. 52. hereby placing him as 
much. below the Soz, as they had placed the Sox be- 
low the Father ; or rather more. Whereupon, I appeal 
even to this Author Himſelf,whether thoſe, who did ſo, 
would without all diſpute have allowed the. Holy _ to 
bean Eternal Infinite Mind, or Wiſdom, diſtin&t both 
from the Father and the Sox ; and, upon that Account, 
Effentially and Neceſlarily equal to them Both ? Let this 
Author rub his Fore-head; and affirm this if he can ; and 
for the future take notice, That it becomes a True and 
Solid Reaſoner, where a "Thing is diſputed, fairly to 
proveit, and not boldly and barely to preſume it. 

In the laſt place he alledges the Judgment of all the 
Fathers indefinitely in the Caſe. And truly where he 
cannot cite. ſo much as one of them to the purpoſe,. I 

\ ; think 
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© «think he does extremely well to make ſhort work of it, 
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and with one bold Impertinent ſtroke to alledge them 
all together. 

His Allegation is this, That it is uſual with the Fathers 
to repreſent the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity as di- 
#Hinct as Peter, James, and John. Well; and what 
then? Why ; That then the ſaid Three Perſons are Three 
diſtinit Infiaite Minds, or Spirits. T deny the Conſe- 
quence, and to give a particular Anſwer to his general 
Allegation, I tell him, That it is a Fallacy of the Ho- 
monomy of the Word, and that the Term [as d;/tint] 
is Ambiguous. For it may either ſignihe, 

I. As Real, Or, 

2. As Great a DiſtinQtion. 

As for the firſt, I grant, "That the Three Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity differ as really as Peter, James, and John ; 
Foraſmuch as they differ by ſomething in the Thing ## 
ſelf, or, ex parte rei, antecedent to, and independent up- 
on any Apprehenſion, or Operation of the Mind about 
it; which is a Real difference, and whatſoever is ſo, is 
alrogether as Real as the Difference between one Man 
and another can be, But, ' 

Secondly, If by Real diſtinQtion be meant as great 4 
aiſtinition, 10 we utterly deny that the Three Divine 
Perſons difter as much as Peter, and James, and Fohy do, 
or-that the Fathers ever thought they did ſo. For this 
would infer a greater difference, or diſtinction between 
them, than even our Author himſelf will allow of; even 
{uch a difference, as reaches to a D:viſion, or Separation of 
the Perſons {o differing. And fince it 1s impoiſible for 
the Perſons of the Trinity to differ ſo, it is hard to ima- 
gine upon what bottom of Reaſon our Author ſhould 
meaſure the DiſtinQtion, or Difference of the Three D:-- 
vine Perſons, by the Diſtintion, or Difference, that is 

| between 
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between Peter, James, and John. For though the Three 
Divine Perſons differ as really, yet it is certain, that they 
do zot differ as much. But what the Fathers alledged only 
as an Illuſtration of the Caſe, this Man 1s pleaſed to 
make a direCt proof of his Point ; which, by his favour, 
is to ſtretch ita little too far : For, if he would make 
the foregoing Example a Parallel Inſtance to the Thing 
which he applies it to, it would prove a great deal too 
much,(as has been ſhewn) and theretfore,as to the Thing, 


which 1t is brought for, does indeed prove nothing at 


all. Now the Thing it is brought to prove, is, 'That 
the Three Divine Perſons are Three adiitintt Infinite Minds, 
or Spirits ; but ſince we have ſhewn, That a Real Diffe- 
rence, or Diſtindticn, may be much ſhort of ſuch an one 
as is between two or more Minds, or Spirits, (which we 
own to be as great, as between two or more Men) it 
follows, That the Real Difference, which is between the 
Three Divine Perſons, cannot prove them to be ſo many 
diſtint# Minds, or Spirits. In ſhort, onr Author's whole 


Argument amounts to no more but this (which, though 


itmay ſound ſomething jocularly, 1s really and ſtrict- 
ly true) viz. That becauſe Peter, James, and John are 
ſo many Men, therefore Father, Son, aud Holy Ghoſt are 
ſo many Minds. A pleaſant way of Arguing certainly. 

I have now examined all, that this Author has alledg- 
ed about the d:/tinttion of the Three Divine Perſons, and 
I have done it particularly and exaQtly, not omitting any 
one of his Quotations. But how comes it to paſs all 
this while, that we have not ſo much as one Syllable 


out of the Fathers, or School-mez, in behalf of Self- 


_ Conſciouſneſs ? Which being, according to this Author, 
the Conſtituent Reaſon of the Perſonality and Perſonal Di- 


67 


ſtinfion of the Three Divine Perſons, will he pretend to- | 


prove the Diſtinction it ſelf from the. Fathers, and at the 


ſame. 
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ſame time not ſpeak one Tittle of the Principle, or Rea- 
ſon of this Diſtinftion ? Or will he profeſs to prove his 
whole Hypotheſis by the Authority of the Fathers, and 
yet be ſilent of Self-Conſcionſneſs,which he himſelf makes 
one grand and principal part of the faid Hypotheſis ? 
Certainly, one would think, that the very ſhame of the 
World, and that Common Awe and regard of Truth, 
which Nature has imprinted upon the Minds of Men, 
ſhould keep any one from offering to impoſe upon Men 
in ſo groſs and ſhameleſs a manner, as to venture to call 

Notion or Opinion, the Conſtant Dottrine both of the 
Prackers and the Schools ; nay, and to profeſs to make it 
out and ſhew it to be ſo, and while he is ſo doing, not 
to produce ove Father, or School-man, I ſay again, not 
ſo much as one of either in behalf of that, which he ſo 
confidently and expreſly avows to be the joynt Sentiment 
of Both. This ſurely is a way of provize, or rather 
of impoſing peculiar to Himſelf, But we have ſeen how 


extremely fond he is of this new Invented Term and 
Notion : And therefore ſince he will needs have the 
Reputation of being the ſole Father and Bepgetter of the 
Hopeful Iſſue, there 1s no Reaſon in the World that An- 
tiquity ſhould find other Fathers to maintain it. 
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In which is ſhewn, That the Paſſages alledged by 
this Author out of the Fathers do not prove 
Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to be that, where the 
Unity of the Divine Nature m the Three 
Perſons of the Blefled Trinity does Conſiſt : 
But that the Fathers place it in ſomething 


elſe. 


UR Author having undertook to make good his 
DoQrine about the Bleſſed Trinity, from the Fa- 
thers; and that both as to the DiſtinAtion of the Divize 
Perſons, and alſo as to their Unity in the ſame Nature ; 
And having {aid what he could from thoſe Ancient Wri- 
ters, for that new ſort of DiſtinCtion which he aſcribes 
to the ſaid Perſoys, in the former part of his 4th SeCtion, 
which IT have-confuted in the preceding Chapter ; he 
proceeds now, in the following, and much longer part 
of the ſame Seftion, to prove the Unity of the Three 
Perſons in one and the ſame Nature, according to his 
own Hypotheſis. 
And the Proofs of this we ſhall reduce under theſe 
Two following Heads, as containing all that is alledged 
by him upon this point of his Diſcourſe, viz. 


Z, Fir, 
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Fir#, That it is one and the ſame Numerical Divine 
Nature, which belongs to all the Three Divine Perſons. 
And, 

Secondly, That the Thing, wherein this Numerical 
Unity of the Divine Nature does conſiſt, is that Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs, by which all the Three Perſons are inti- 
mately Conſcious to one another of all that is known by, 
or belongs to each of them 1n particular. 


And herethe Authority of the Fathers is pleaded by 
him for both of theſe, and I readily grant it for the 


firf, but however ſhall examine what this Author pro-- 


duces for the one, as well as for the other. 


- But beforeI do this, T muſt obſerve to him, That if. 


that Diſtintion Aſſerted by him between the Divine 
Perſons, whereby they ſtand diſtinguiſhed as Three I-- 


finite Minas, or adn holds good, all his proofs of the 
ature .will come much too late. For 


Unity of their 
he has thereby already deſtroyed the very Subjett of his 
Diſcourſe ; and it is in vain to ſeek, wherein the Name- 


rical Unity of the Divine Nature (as it belongs to the. 


Three Perſons) does Confift, after he has affirmed that, 
which makes ſuch an Unity ___ impoſſible. And it 
has been ſufficiently proved againſt him in our 5th Chap- 


ter, That Three Infinite Minds, or Spirits, can never be: 


one Namerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, nor cogurntly 
e* 


one God.. [Three diint Spirits can never be otherwiſe: 


Ore, than by being United into one Compound, or 
Colleive Being, which, - (could ſuch a Thing. be ad- 
mitted here) might be called indeed a» Urior,. 
but a» Unity properly it could not. And hereup- 
on TI cannot bs obſerve alſo, Thar this Author ve- 
ry often uſes theſe Terms promiſcuouſly, as if Union 


. and 
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and Unity, being United into One, and being One, ſignifi- 
ed the very ſame Thing ; whereas, in ftridtneſs and pro- 
priety of Speech, whatſoever Things are United into 
"One, cannot be Originally Oze; and e Converſo, what- 
ſ9ever.is Originally Oe, cannot be fo, by being United 
into Oze : For as Suidar explains the: word,” 5rom; «pyruy 
A's els I Cuuolet; me mexyugrey that is ro fay, Uni 
02 is ſo called from the preſſing [or thruſting] together 
ſeveral Things into one. But our Author, who: with 
great profoundneſs,tells us of the ſame Nature iz Three di- 
intt Perſons being United into One Numerical Eſſence, or 
God-head, Page 118. Lines 9, 10. has certainly a diffe- 
rent Notion of Uni0- from all the World beſides. For 
how one and the ſame Nature (Though in never fo ma- 
ny diſtinet Perſons ; ſince it is ſtill ſuppoſed the fame in 
all) can be ſaid to be United into any oze Thing, TI be- 
lieve ſurpaſſesall Humane Apprehenſion to conceive ; U- 
»i0z inthe very Nature of it, being of ſeveral Things, 
not of one and the ſame. T deſire the Reader to conſult the 
place, 'and to extra the beſt ſenſe out of it that he 

CAan.. | 
And thus having preſented our Author with this Pre- 
liminary Obſervation, I fhall now proceed to conſider 
how he acquirs himſelf in the fri? Thing undertook by 
him, viz. The proving a Numerical Unity of Nature in 
the Three Divine Perſons, out of the Fathers ; which tho? 
T do as readily grant, and as firmly believe, as this Au- 
thor does, or can ; yetTI think it worth while to ſhew, 
with what Skill, Decency, and ReſpeEt he Treats the 

Fathers upon this Subje&t. "== 

And here in the firſt place he tells his Reader, That 
this being a Myſtery fo great, and above all Example in Na- 
. Fure, it is no wonaer if the Fathers found it neceſſary to uſe 
ſeveral Examples, and to _ to ſeveral kinds of Union 
2 to 
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to form an adequate Notion of the "Unity of the God-head. 
And withal, That they take ſeveral ſteps towards the 
Explication of this great My#ery, viz. of an Unity of Na- 
ture ina Trinity of Perſons, Page 106. In our Exami- 
nation of which ages (reſerving his former words 
to be conſidered elſewhere) we will firſt conſider the 
#eps which rs fays) the Fathers made towards the 
Explication of this Myſtery. | 
And theſe, he tells us, are Two. 
Firſt, The & 0449 20107) or 00 uMOTNS, (7. D theC _ 
riality of the Divine Perſons, whereby all the Three 
ſons of the God-head have the ſame Natare, Page 106. 
Secondly, The other isa Numerical Unity of the Dj- 
vine Eſſence, or Nature, Page 12x. Line6. which (to 
anſwer one Greek word with another) we may call the 
To £7, Or the 5yo-ns © ga, Or puorws, St. Cyril Authorizing 
the Expreſſion, whom we find ſpeaking of an 599m qu- 
onun @ v9 Gy TY maner © yu © md gmnanyg, as Ammo- 
its Cites him in his Cateza upon Fohs 17. 11,21. 


Now as this 6ygzawy, or Sameneſs of Natare, and this 
Numerical Unity of Nature, lying, fifteen whole Pages, in 
this Author's Book, diſtant from one another, muſt be 
confeſſed to make a very large ftride ; ſo, for all that, 
they will be found ro make but an inſignificant ep ; as 
ſetting a Man not one jot further than he was before. 
For as touching thoſe Words and Terms, which the Fa- 
thers uſed to expreſs the Unity of the Divize Nature by, 
I do here, without any demur, affirm to this Author, 
That Coeſſentiality, Sameneſs of Nature, and Sameneſs of 
Eſſence, all ſignified by the & oyge2o:or, Or ouguoioms, as 
alſo, Unity of Nature, and Unity of Eſſence, expreſſed by 
the & &, Or «om © voins, Or quorws, do all of them, Pa 
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the ſenſe of the Fathers, denote but one and the ſame 
Thing, viz. 4 Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature, 
only, I confeſs, with ſome Circumſtantial Difference, as 
to the way, or manner of their {ignification. For, 
1. The& ouguotr, ſignifies Unity of Nature, with a 
Connotation of ſome "Things, or Perſons to whom it 
belongs. Upon which Account it is, that St. Ambroſe 
(whom this Author cites) ſpeaking of this word in his 
2d Book, Chap. 7. tells us, "That 5ygsooy aliud alii, nou 
zpſum 4 wel Nor indeed is any "Thing faid to be the 
ame, but with reſpe& to ſome Thing, or Circumſtance 
beſides it ſelf. And therefore no wonder if the ygyzoov 
was anciently rejected, ſince the & ygyoy, relating to the 
Perſon, whom the gia belongs to, muſt import an Vnzry 
in Perſonality, as well as in Effexce, which would be con- 
trary to the Catholick Faith. But, us 
2. "The 85, or the iyoms F voias, Or quorac,' ſignifies 
Unity of Nature, of Eſſence, without Connotation of any 
to whom it belongs : Not but that it does really and in- 
deed apa. ro the Three Divine Perſons, but that ac- 
cording to the ftrit and proper ſignification and force of 
the word, it does not connote, or imply them, but. ab- 
ſtras, or preſcinds from them. Bey 
And this 1s a trueAccount of theſe words,by which the 
Fathers (without making more ſteps than one) intend- 
ed and meant the ſame 'I hing, viz. a Numerical, Unity 
of the Divine Nature belonging to all the Three Perſons, 
only with this difference, That the 01148010 TS ſignifies 
the Uzzty of the Divize Nature, with a Connotation of 
the Boring in whom itis; which alſo gives it the Deno- 
' mination of Samereſ5; and that the & #y, or the 50m, 
ſignifies the Unzty of the ſame Natare abſolutely and ab- 
ftractedly, without implying, or co-ſignifying any re- 
ſpeC&t to thoſe in whom it is, and ra whom it belongs. 
| SO 
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So that theſe words: (as much”Two as they are) yet in 
the ſenſe-and meaning of the Fathers, import but one 
and the ſame Uzzry. ; 7 

But our Author tells us, That though indeed the Fa- 
thers own an Unity of Nature mi the Divine Perſons, yet, 
fince there -18 a Specrfick, as well as a Numerical Unity, 
the Diſpute 15 here, - which of theſe two Urities we ſhall 
aſſign to the Divine Nature, with reference to the Ds- 
vine Perſons, | 

And for this ; He tells us, That Petzvizs and Dr. Cud- 
worth have abundantly proved, That the Nicene Fathers 
did not underſtand the word oyguorms of a Numerical, but 
of a Specifical Sameneſs of Nature, or the agreement of 
Things Numerically different from one another in the ſame 
Common Natare, Page 106.about the end. | 
In Anſwertowhich,Imuſtconfeſs my felf very unfit to 
take ſuch Great and Truly Learned Perſons to task, and 
that upon comparing this Author and Peravizs together 
(if therecan be any compariſon between them) I find 
much more Reaſon to belreve that he miftook the mean- 
ing of Petavizs, than that Petavins could miſtake the 
meaning of the Fathers, 

But however, I ſhall lay down this as a Concluſion, 
which I take to be undoubtedly true, viz. That the Az- 
cient Fathers, as well the Nicene, as thoſe after them, 
held'only a Namerical Unity of the Divine Natare inthe 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity : That 1s, in other words, 
They held and acknowledged one Namerecal Goa, and 
no more. This Concluſion I hold, and have good rea- 
ſon ro believe, That neither Petavims, nor Dr. Cudworth 
fhall be able to wreſt it from me. For the chief Reaſon 
of ſome Men's charging the Fathers with holding a Spe- 
cifick Unity of Nature amongſt the D:vine Perſons, is 

Arawn from this, That ſome of them, and particularly 


Maximus 
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Maximus and Nyſſen (cited by this Author) ſeem to ar- 

ue from that Specifick Unity of Natare which is found in 
| ca Individual Merz to an Unity of the Divine Na- 
tare in the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinty. | 

To which I Anſwer, "That the Fathers never uſed the 

Example of 'Three or more Individual Men, agreeing 
in the ſame Nature as a Parallel Inſtance of the ſame ſort, 
or degree of Unity with that which is in the Three Dt- 
vine Perſons ; but always alledged it, oze, or (perhaps 
ſometimes) both of theſe two ways. | 


Firſt, By way of Alluſion, or Illuſtration (as I have 
already noted in the foregoing Chapter) and as it is the 
neareſt Reſemblance of, and Approach to this Divize 
Unity of any that could be found in Created Beings, For 
ſtill their Argument proceeds only by the 5:6. and the 
eiws ON the one fide, and the sgmws on the other, (as ap- 
pears from that place quoted out of Maximus, P. 107.) 
which Terms ſurely do not of neceſſity import an Idex-- 
tity of the Caſe, but only ſome Simi/7tude in the parts 
of. the Compariſon. 

Secondly, The Fathers ulegythe forementioned Exam-- 
ple as an Argument 4 mirore ad majus, viz. That if fe- 
veral Individual Men could not properly be ſaid to have 
more than.one Nature (upon which Nyſſez*'s whole Ar- 
gument turns): much leſs could this be ſaid of- the Three 
Divine Perſons. Foraſmuch as it is not only certain, bur 
evident, 'T hat Perſons merely diſtinguiſhed from one 
another and no more, muſt have a greater Uzity of "Na- 
tare, than ſuch as are not only 4;/#:2gaiſhed, but alſo di- 
vided from one another by a ſeparate Exiſtence. And 
og. one ſtretch this Argument of the Fathers further 

+ he can. | 
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I do not in the leaft deny, but ſeveral Expreffions may 
have dropped from the Fathers, which, if we look'd no 
further, might be drawn to a v&y inconvenient ſenſe. 
But then alſo it is as little to be denied, That the ſame 
Fathers profeſſedly and deſignedly treating of the fame 
Points, have declared themſelves in ſuch Terms, as are 
very hardly, if at all reconcileable to thoſe Occaſional 
and Accidental Expreſſions. And therefore ſince their 
meaning cannot be taken from Both, it ought much ra- 
ther to be taken from what was Aſlſerted them de- 
ſignedly, than what was Afſerted only occaſionally. 

To which I ſhall add this further Remark, That a 
due conſideration of the Circumſtances, under which 
thoſe Fathers wrote, may very well Apologize for the 
Defe&ts of ſome of their Arguments. - For the Grand 
Controverſie which exerciſed the Orthodox Writers of the 
fourth and part of the fifth Ce. was that with the 
Arrians, So that we have the leſs'cauſe to wonder if 
ſome of their Reaſonings about the Triz#ty ſeem to look 
no further than the Proof of a Specifick Unity of Nature 
zn the Divine Perſons, while they had to deal with Ad- 
verfaries who would not ow fo much as this between 
the Father and the Sor, but inſtead of an sygeoior, or 
Sameneſs, held ony an pgtuo 107% or Likeneſs of Natare 
between them ; which, together with the foregoing 
Conſiderations, may ſerve as a Key to let us into the true 
Explication of ſeveral Paſſages of the Fathers ; about 
the meaning of which we might otherwiſe poflibly be 
ſomething ar a loſs. And the fſaine likewiſe may ſerve 
to give a fair Acconnt of what has been alledged by Pe- 
zavins, and miſtook by this Author upon the preſent 
Subject. For to traverſe and examine all Petavines Al- 
legations particularly would require a full and diftin&t 
Work by it ſelf. 2 
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But ſtill our Author ſeems extremely ſet upon making 

good his firſt ſtep of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Na- 
ture from the Fathers ; and to that purpoſe he tells us, 
Page 107. Line 23, That one Thing wherein the Fathers 
place the Unity of the God-head is, that all the Three Perſons 
have the ſame Nature, by which he means (as ſhall be 
ſhewn preſently) Specifically the ſame Natare ; and a 
few Lines after, he tells-us again, That ſome of the Fa- 
thers went further than this, and plac'd the Eſſential Unity 
of the Divine Nature in the Sameneſs of Eſſence, Lines 
3o, 31, 32, of the ſame Page. 

Now here I would deſire this Author to inform me of 
Two Things. 

Firſt, By what rule of ſpeaking, or upon what Prin- 
ciple of Divinity, Logick, or Philoſophy, Sameneſs of 
Natare ought to ſignifie one "Thing, and Samenefs of by 
ſence to ſignifie another ; and withal to be ſo contra-di- 
ſtinguiſhed to each other, that in the degrees of Unzzy, 
this latter muſt be a ſtep beyond the former ? For the 
Fathers, T am ſure, make no ſuch Diſtin&tion, bur uſe 
the words Sameneſs of Nature, and Sameneſs of Eſſence, as 
well as the words gaw and gvors themſelves promiſcuonſ- 
ly ; fo that neither by their Native ſignification, nor yet 
by their uſe, -do they import any more than one ſort of 
Unity. 

Secondly, Whereas in Page 106. Lires 23, 24. he 
makes the firff #ep towards this Uzzty to confiſt in 
the ayguoisms, Or Coefſentiality, (which allo in the next 


- Page, Line 23. &c. he explains by Sameneſs of Nature) ; 


And whereas,in Page 121. hemakes a Numerical Unity of 
the ' Divine Eſſence, the next ſtep (introducing it with 
the word Secoxaly) and telling us, That the Fathers ad- 
ded.it to the 6wovn'omms, which he had before made the 
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firſt ep; And whereas,* notwithſtanding this, having 


in Page 107. told us, That Samexeſs of Nature was one 
Thing wherein the Fathers placed the Unity of the Divine 
Nature, within ſeven Lines after, he tells us, That ſome 
of the Fathers went further, and placed it in the Sameneſs of 
Eſſewce, (which, yet it is manifeſt all along, that he rec- 
kons not the ſame thing with/Namerical Unity of Eſſewce, ) 
I defire to know of him, whether there be Two ſecond 
ſteps in this Unity ? or, whether there be oze between the 
firſt and the ſecoud? For he makes oygvoianus, 07 Same- 
neſs of Nature one ftep, Page 106, 107. And Sameneſs of 
Eſſence a further ſtep, Page 107. Line 3o. &c. And then 
Numerical Unity of Nature another ſtep, calling it alſo the 
Second, Page 121. Line 5. Theſe 'Things, I muſt con- 
fels, Iam utterly unable to give any Conſiſtent Account 
of, and I ſhrewdly {uſpect, that our Author himſelf is 
nor able to give a much better, But it is ſtill his way to 
forget in one-place what he has ſaid in another; and how 
kind ſoever he may be to numſelt, T ſhould think it very 
hard for another Man to forget himſelf fo often, and to. 


forgive himſelf too.. 


evertheleſs our Author, without mincing the Mat-- 
ter, roundly Aſſerts a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Di- 
vine Perſons, telling us, Line 23. &c.. of the fore-cited 
Page 107. That this is abſolutely neceſſary to make the Three 
Perſons one God, and that it is impoſſible that they ſhould be 
fo without it ; where it is evident, that he-means a Spect- 
fick Vaity, both from this, that it was the Subjed, which 
he had been there treating of, as alſo from this, that im-. 
mediately after he mentions another fort, or degree of 
Unity, as a ſtep further than this 3; which, ſince nothing 
can be but 2 Numerical Unity, it follows, That that which 
was oe ſtep ſhort of a Namerical, muſt needs be a Spe- 
cifical. And now 1s it not ſtrange, that in Page _ 
wluch 
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which is but the next ſave one after this,this Man ſhould 
- poſitively ſay,(as he does)That the Fathers never ſo muth as 
Drean#id of a Specifick Unity of Natare in the Divine Per. 
ſons, having here in Page 107. affirmed it to be x0 = than 
abſolntely neceſſary to make the Three Perſons one Goa? And 
that certainly is a neceſſity with a witneſs. But he, who 
exacts of this Author a conſiſtency with himſelf for five 
Pages together, deals very ſeverely with him. 

And accordingly, the more conſider of this Matter, 
I cannot but think, That what he ſays of the Nicene 
Fathers holding a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perſons, Page 106. And his affirming that Gregory Ny/* 
ſen, St. Cyrill, Maximus and Damaſcen never ſo much as 
Dream'd of any ſuch Unity, Page 109. Line 22. will by 
no means confiſt together. 

For Firſt, If by the Niceze Fathers be meant not on- 
ly thoſe who were preſent at that Council, but rhoſe 
Fathers alſo, who about thoſe Times held the ſame Faith 
which was Eſtabliſhed in that Council, then his two 
fore-cited Paſſages. contain a groſs, manifeſt, fulſome 
ContradiCtion ; even as groſs as the poſitive aſſerting of 
a thing , and the mever ſo much as dreaming of it, can 
import. But if by the Niceze Fathers he means 
only thoſe who ſat and ated in that Council, he will 
hardly however perſwade any underſtanding Man, That 
Gregory Nyſſez, who Wrote and flouriſhed between fifty 
auf Sixty Years after the Council; and Maximus about 
Sixty, and St. CyrillLabout Ninety, could be Io groſly ig- 
norant of, and Strangers to the Sentiments of thoſe Fa- 
thers, as not ſo much as to Dream of that wherein they had 
placed the Unity of the God-head. T his to me ſeemsIncredi- 
ble and morallyImpoſlible : ſince it is not to be imagined, 
that Nyſſez, Cyrill, and Maximus could ſo ſoon Brvet: 
or knowingly dare to relinquiſh the Doctrine of the 
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fore-mentioned. Fathers,. whoſe Authority was ſo great 
and Sacred all the Chriſtian World over. And therefore 
ſince this Author allows theſe. Fathers not to have 
Dreamt of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature. ; T 
conclude, That neither did the Nicene Fathers Dream of 
it any more.than they,, howſoever they might exprefs 
themſelves upon ſome occaſions. 

And thus having (as well as he could) made. his. ir 
ſtep, by Aſſerting a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Na- 
ture in the Three Divine Perſons from the Fathers, that is 
to ſay,partly from whatPetawiws andDr.Cudworthhad told 
him of the Niceze Fathers. holding ſuch a Specifick Unity 
between them, and' partly from rhe other Fathers ever jo 
much as dreaming of it he proceeds now to his other /ep,or 
rather Conunter-ſtep ; which is to ſhew , That the Uriry 
between the Divine Perſons, held by the Fathers, . was 
no other than a Numerical Unity of Nature;. or Eſſence 
belonging to them :. For ſince ro be oze only Specifically, 
and to be one only Numerically, are by no means conſiſtent 
with one another, in reſpect of the ſame Per/ors, what 
can this be ſo truly and properly called as a Counter-ſtep 
zo that which he had made before ? His Method being 

lainly this. Firſt he tells us, That. the Nicene Fathers 
y the. ougeo16ans underſtood only a . Specifick Unity, or 
Sameneſs of Nature in the Divine Perſons, Page 106, 
And then, that the Fathers [mentioning them indefi- 
nitely] held this Sameneſs of Nature abſolutely neceſſary 
to make the ſaid Three Perſons one God, Page 107. And 
now at length he tells us, Page 121. Lines 27, 28, 29. 
That though "yay of the Fathers attempted ſeveral ways of 
explaining that Unity of Nature that is j1n the Divine Per- 
ſons, yet they all agree in the Thing, That Father, Son, and: 
Holy Ghoſt, Three diſtintt Divine Perſons are united in one 
Numerical Nature and Eſſence. So. that the. Sum: of = 
mult. 
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muſt. be this- (as-appears alſo from his own words in the 
latter end of Page 120. and the four firſt Lines of the 
121.) that, according to him, the Fathers held a Speci- 
fick Unity of Nature neceſſary to make the Three Divine 
Perſons one God, but not ſufficient without the Comple- |, 
tion of it by a Numerical Unity ſuperadded to it. 

This, I ſay, is the Sum of what he delivers ; and in 
direct oppoſition to which, I do here deny, That there 
is any ſuch Thing as. a Specifick Unity of Nature belong- 
ing to the Divine Perſons, or that the Fathers ever held, 
that there was. - 

And to prove this, I ſhall-premiſe this - Aſertion both 
as certain-1n it ſelf, and withall affirmed by this Author 
in thoſe fore-cited words; viz. That all the Fathers held; 
That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three diſtini# Perſons 
are United in (or rather are Oxe, by) One Numerical Na- 
ture and Eſſence, 

Which being ſo premiſed, T have theſe Conſiderations 
to oppoſe to the Admiſſion of any Specifick Unity in the 
Divine Nature as.it belongs. to the Divine Perſons. 
AS, 

Firſt, If. + Numerical Unity in the ſame Divine Nature 
be ſufficient to make the Three Divi Perſons to whom 
it belongs, Oe Goa, then a Specifick Unity of the {ame is 
not neceſſary ; but a Namerical-Unity inthe ſame Divine 
Natare 1s ſufficient to make the ſaid Three Perſons One. 
God, and therefore a Specifick Unity 1s not neceſſary. The 
Conſequence is evident, becauſe.nothing can be zeceſſary 
_ to any Thing, or Effec, .beyond, or belide what is /af- 

ficient for the ſame ;-ſince. this. would imply a manifeſt 
Contradiction, by making the ſame Thing, in the ſame 
reſpe&t, both /afficzert arid nor ſufficient. And as for the 


Minor, That an Agreement.in one and the ſame Nume-- 
rical 
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rical Divine Nature is ſufficient to make-the Perſons ſo a- 
greeing Oze God. I ſuppoſe this carries with it ſo much 
Self-Evidence, that no Man of Reaſon will pretend to 
doubt of, and much leſs to deny it. 

Secondly, A greater degree of Uzity, and a leſs de- 
gree of Uziy are not to be admitted in the Divine Na- 
ture. But a Numerical Unity and a Specifical Vi:y, are a 
greaterand a leſs degree of Unity, and therefore they 
are not both to be admitted in the Divize N2/+re. The 
Major 1s proved thus, Becauſe two fuch Uz#-/-5 would 
overthrow the ſimplicity of the Divine Natare ; foraf 
much as they muſt be either two degrees of the ſame 
kind of Uzzty, or they muſt be two different #/4s of 
Unity : Either of which would infer a Compoſition by 
- no means to be endured in the Diwize Natwre. As for 
the Minor, itis evident in it felf, and needs no Proof. 

Thirdly, Such a degree, or fort of Unity of Nature, 
as may agree to Ten Thouſand Individuals, neither can 
nor ought to be admitted in the Divize Natare, with re- 
ference to the Divine Perſons. But a Specifick Unity of 
Nature may agree to 'Ten Thouſand Individuals, as well 
as to Two or Three; ſince (upon a Specifick Account) it 
has no Stint or Limitation, but may be every whit as 
well and properly in the former Number, as in the lat- 
ter ; and therefore it neither can nor ought to be admit- 
ted in the.D:vine Nature. 

Fourthly, Such an Uzity as is principally, if not ab- 
ſolutely Notional and depends upon the Operation of the 
Intellect drawing one common Notion from the agree- 
ment, which it obſerves in ſeveral Individuals, is by no 
means neceſſary to make the Three Divine Perſons One 
God, nor can any way properly belong to them. But a 
Specifick Unity is ſuch an one, And therefore it neither is, 


nor 
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nor can be neceſſary to the making the Three Divine Per- 
ſonsOne God, as this Author molt abſurdlyAſſerts,P. 107. 
Line 23, 24. The Major is evident. For that, if ſuch 
an Uzity could be neceſſary upon that Account, then 
there would be ſome ſort or degree of Unity in the D:- 
. wine Natureſo depending upon the Operation of ſome 
Intellect, or other (forming one common Notion out of 
ſeveral Particulars,) that, had not ſuch an Operation paſ- 
ſed upon the ſaid Particulars, ſuch an Vzity could not 
have been ; nor conſequently could the Three Divine 
Perſons have been one God without it ; which to affirm, 
would certainly be both a Monſtrous and Blaſſhemous 
Aſlertion. | 


Fifthly and Laſtly, If a Specifick Unity of Nature con- 


ſiſts with, and indeed 1implys a Mz/tzplication of the ſaid 
Nature, in every one of the Particulars, to which it be- 
longs ; then ſuch a Specifick Unzty can by no means be ad- 


mitced in the Divine Natare. But a Specifick Unity of Na-- 


tare 1mports a Multiplication of the {aid Natrre 1n every 


one of the Particulars to which it belongs ; And there-- 


fore ſuch an Uzity cannot be admitted in rhe Diwvize Na- 
ture. The Reaſon of theConſequence is evident ; becauſe 
the D:vize Nature is uncapable of any Multiplication : 
And herein conſiſts the difterence of the Divine Vatere's 
belonging to the Divine Perſons, and of any other Na- 
zare*s belonging torits proper Individuals ; That this lat- 
ter is by a Multiplication of it ſelf in them, and the other 
by a bare Communication of it felf to them, ſo as that 
the ſame Numerical Nature exiſts in, and becomes 
thereby common to all the Three Perfors. As for 
the Minor Propoſition , That a Specifick Unity of {Vi- 
ture conſiſts with and implies a Malciplication of the 


{aid Nature inthe ſeveral Individuals which it belongs to; 
[: 
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Fathers aſſerted a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature in 
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have wrote of Species,and Specifick Unity, of Tdem, & Di- 
verſum, whether they -do not give this Account of 
it. 

But I fancy this Author has a reach of Cunning (tho? 
but a ſhort one) in the caſe. For that having made the 
Three Divine Perſons Three diſtintt Infinite M: 65, or Spi- 
rits, which can never be Oze by a Numerical Unity ; he 
is willing to provide them a Specifical, Unity, and toi ſee 
whether that will ſerve the turn ; but as the Vatare of ; he 
_ unhappily falls out to be,. that will not do it nei- 
ener. 

Theſe are the Coxſiderations which T thought fit to ad- 
vance againit the Admiſfion of a Specifick Unity in the 
Divine Natare, with reference to the Divine Perſons. 
And the Concluſion, which T draw from them all,is this, 
That ſince the Fathers .(and that even by this Author”s 
own Confeſſion) held a Namerical Unity of Natare in the 
Three Divine Perſons, we can by no means grant that 
the ſaid Fathers admitted alſo a Specifick Uniry in the 
ſame, without making them guilty of a groſs Abſurdity 
and-Contradiftion. Foraſmuch as theſe Two ſorts, or 


degrees of nity are utterly incompatible in the Divine - 


Natare. 
T hope by this timethe Judicious Reader ſees how fit 


this Man is to be truſted with the Fathers, whole Judg- 
ment about ſo weighty an Article he dares miſrepreſent 
in ſuch a manner. - For to ſum up briefly what he has 
{aid upon this Point. | 
Firſt, he-tells us., That. the ' Fathers -agree very well in 
the Account they give of a Trinity in.Onity, Page 106..and 
the four firſt "> Next he tells us, That the Nicene 
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the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, and underſtood the word 
ougumor only of ſuch an Unity, and not of a Numerical, 
Page 106. and the five laſt Lines. And Thirdly, That 
this Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Nature, was abſolutely 
Neceſfar to make the Three Divine Perſons One God, and 
that it was impoſſible they ſhould be ſo without it, Page 107. 
Lines 23, 24. And Fourthly, 'That the other Fathers 
(of which he there names four) zever ſo much as Drean”d 
of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature, Page 109. Lines 
22, 23, And Ln That the Fathers do not op in this 

ntity of Nature, but proceed to ſhew 
how the ougeotoy proves a true Numerical and Eſſential Unity 
of the God-head in the Three Divine Perſons, Page 114. 
Lines 30, 31, 32, 33- 

From all which Afertions, which lie plain and open 
in the forecited Pages, I deſire this Author to reſolve me 
theſe following Queries. 

1. Whether thoſe Fathers who Afert a Specifick Unity 
of the Divine Nature, and thoſe who 'never Dreamt of ſuch 
an Unity ; And thoſe again, who by the 5ygso:oy under- 
{tood oply a Specifick, and not a Numerical Unity of Na- 
tare ; ind thoſe who by the ſame ougso:oy proceed to 
prove a Numerical Unity of Nature 1n the Divine Perſons, 
can beſaid to agree ſo very wellin the Account they give 
of a Trinity in Unity ? 

2, Whether thoſe could give a true and right Account 
of a Trinity in Unity, who never ſomuch as Dreamt of 
that,which was ſo abſolutely neceſſary to make the Three 
Divine Perſons One God, that they could nor poſſibly be 
ſo without it ? ; | 

3- Whether a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Nature 
in ſeveral Perſops, '15 or can be a direCt and proper proof 
of a Numerical Unity and Identity of Natare tm the faid 
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Theſe Queſtions, I ſay, being the Natural and Im-- 
mediate Reſults of this. Author's Poſitions, I hope he will. 
raciouſly vouchſafe, ſpmetzme or other, to give the 
World a SatisfaCtory Reſolution of, 
In the mean time I will tell him what it was, that 
impoſed upon him ſo, as to make him talk thus Abſurd- 
ly and Unphiloſophically of a Sperrfick Unity of rhe Di- 


. vine Nature, and traduce the Fathers allo, as if they held' 


the ſame. And that in one word 1s, That in the Sybje& 
before us,he takes Specifick Nature and Cormon Nature to: 
ſgnifie one and the ſame Thing ; whereas, though every 
Specifick Nature he a Common Nature,. yet every Common 
Niatare is not a Specifick Nature (no nor a Gezerical nei-- 
ther.) And that this *was his miſtake appears from 
thoſe words of his in Page 106. where he ſays, That 
Petavius avd Dr, Cudworth have abundantly proved, That 
the Nicene Fathers did ot underitgud the word guguon of a 
Numerical, but of oe cal Sameveſs of Nature, or the 
agreement of Things Numerically differing from one another, 
zu the ſame Common Nature.) In which wards it-is evi-- 
dent, That he makes Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, and 
the Agreement of Things numerically different, - in one and. 
rhe ſame Common Nature, to ſignifie Convertibly the 
Gme Thing : and when he has dane ſd, he oppoſes them: 
Both to a Numerical Sameneſs of Nature; as appears from 
the Adverfative Particle [ Bur} placed between them. 
In which, let me tell him he 1s guilty of a very great 
miſtake, both by making thoſe Things the ſame, which 
are not the ſame, and by making an Oppolition where 
there is a real Coincidence. For, by his favgur, ene end 
ihe ſore Numerical Dizyne Nature « «Common Naturetoo,. 
foralmuch as without any Diviſion, or Multiplication of 
x ſelf, it belougs in Commons to the Three Divine Perſons. 
The. Term [Deus] indeed is neither. a Germs, nor a Spee- 


CHes.. 
. 


Anmadverſuons, GC. 


Cruarrer VIL 


ez, Nevertheleſs all Divizes and School-mes allow it 
x0 be a Terminis Commani, as opery predicable of, 
and Cornmon to Father, Sz#, and Holy Ghoſt; and in 
this very Thing conſifts the 6 rag of the Trinity, 
That one and the farne Numerical Nature ſhould be 
Common to, and Exiſt in Three Numerically diftindt Per- 


ſons. And therefore for one (who pretends to teach 


the whole World Divinity) whule he is Diſcourſing of | 
the Divine Natare and Perſons, to oppoſe Common Na- 
rare, to Nature Numevically One, and from the Conmmon- 
neſs of it, to make the Fathers Argue againſt its Nameri- 
calneſs (whereas the fame Divine Nature may be, and 
really is both) it is a ſhrewd ſign of the want of ſome 
thing or other in that Man, that muſt needs render him 
extremely unfit to preſcribe,and diftate in theſe Matters. 
In fine, the fole Point driven at all along by the Fa- 
thers, as to the Queſtion about the Uniry of the Divixe 
Nature (for theit Atguttients to prove the Coequality of 
the Three Divine Perſons againſt the Arrians are not 
now before us) is ati Afertion of a Real Numerical Ex- 
ifting Vnzty of the ſaid Nature in the ſaid Perſons, I fay, 
a Namerical Onity, without making any more #eps, or 
degrees in it than Oze,or owning any diſtinion between 
Sameneſs of Nature, atid Satheneſs of Eſſence. And much 
leſs by making (as this Author does) a Specifick Same- 
s 7 of Natare, one thing wherein they place the Unity 
of the Divine Nature, and then making Sameneſs of E/- 
ſence another and farther degree in the Unity of the ſaid 
Nature ; and when they have done ſo, by a return back 
explaining this Samereſs of Eſſence, by the Sameneſs f 
Nature newly mentioned ; as, he ſays, they do, in theſe 
words, immediately following (by way of Exegelis of 
the former) viz. That there is but one God, becaeh all the 
Three Divine Perſons have the ſame Nature, Page 107.and 
Bb 2 the 


Animadtverſons, &c. 


the two laſt Lines. - All which is a Ridiculous: Circle, 
and a ContradiCtion to boot, making Sameneſs of Nature 
one ſtep, and Sameneſs of Eſſence another, and then ma- 
king this Sameneſs of Eſſence no-more than; a Sameneſs 
of Nature, again ; fo that according to him the Fathers 
muſt be ſaid to go further, by reſting in the very ſame 
ſtep which they firſt made : Which way of Reaſoning, 
T confeſs, may ſerve well enough for one, who can-forget 
in one Page, what he had faid in: the other juſt before, 
But (by th favour) the Fathers were a little more Con- 
ſiſtent, and underſtood themſelves better than to run 
Diviſions in ſuch a ſenſeleſs manner upon a Thing that 
admitted none. 

And thus having ſhewn how he has dealt with the 
Fathers in the Account given by him of their Opinion a- 
bout the Unity of the Divine Natare in the Perſons of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, (which was the firſ# Head, under which 
T reduced his Allegations from them,) I come now 
in the 

2d Place,to the other and Principal Head;under which 
he undertakes to prove the chief and more peculiar part 
ofhisHypotheſis from the ſaid Fathers,viz.That the Unity 
and Identity of Nature belonging to the Three Divine Per- 
ſons, conſiſts in the Mutual-Conſciouſneſs which is between 
them, That is in Truth, That they are.therefore: Oe 
_ becauſe they are Conſcious to themſelves, that they 
are ſo. 

And here T ſhall begin with ſhewing how this Author 
overthrows the Point undertook by him before he pro- 
duces any Arguments from the Fathers for it. And to 
this Purpoſe I ſhall reſume thoſe words of his before ci- 
ted by me out of Page 106. In which he reminds his 
Reader, That Triniry in Unity being ſo great a Myſtery, 
and of which we have uo Example in Nature, it is no "_ 

| r 


CuarrERrR VIL 


{ince our Author's Notion, and the Fathers too (as he 
ſays) of this Uzity is nothing elſe but Mutual-Conſciouſ- 
xeſs, I deſire to Learn of him, what neceſſity there was, 
or is of aſing ſeveral Examples, and alluding to ſeveral 
kinds of Union to explain, or form an adequate notion -4 
that? And TI wonder what kind of Thing he would make 
of his Mutual-Conſcioaſaeſs, ſhould he come to explain 
and deſcribe it by ſeveral Examples, and ſeveral Kinds 
of Union ? But this is not all, for he tells us likewiſe 
as we alſo obſerved before) that there are ſeveral #eps 
to be taken towards the Explication of this Myſtery. 
Whereupon I would again learn of him how many eps 
are neceſſary to explain Mutual-C onfcionſre 3 fr 
one would imagine one ſingle ſ/fep ſufficient to 
repreſent and declare a Thing which every Body under- 
ſtands. This-Author indeed confidently enough Aſlerts, 
That the Fathers give no other Account of a Trinity in 
Unity, than the ſame which he gives of it, Page 101. 
Line 2, But certainly if the Fathers thought ſeveral Exam- 
ples, Steps and Kjnas of Union abſolutely need e to explain 
the Notion they had of this Unity, and it theſe cannot be ne- 
ceſſary to explain the Notion of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, 
then it muſt follow, That the Fathers neither did, nor 
poſſibly could by that Uziry mean Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſneſs. And if this Author doubts of the force of this 
Reaſoning, let him try his skill, and ſee what Learned 
ſtuF he is like to make of it when he comes to explain 
his Notion of Mutual-Conſcionſneſs by ſeveral Examples, 
Steps,and Sorts of Union,and out of them all to form one ade- 
quate Notion of this ſo much admired Thing. Wherefore 
"A 
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der if it cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Uni- 
on, and that therefore it was neceſſary to uſe ſeveral Exam- 
ples, and to allude to ſeveral kinds of Union, to form an ade- 


quate Notion of the Unity of the God-head, Now here, 
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T conclude, and, I think, unatifwerably, That the 
Fathers by this Unity between the Divine Perſons, 
mean one Thing, and this Man quite another; afid con- 
ſequently that they have given a vety different Account 
of it, from what he gives, contrary to his equally bold 
and falſe Aſeveration, affirming it ro be the wery 
ame. « 

/ And now Tam ready to ſee what he has to offer us 
from the Fathers in behalf of his Maraal-Conſcionſneſs ; 
but becauſe I am extremely deſirous, that the Reader 
ſhould keep himcloſe to the Point, and not ſuffer him to 
wander from it (which, in diſpute, he is as apt to do ay 
any Man living) I ſhall preſume tb hint this to him, 
That the Point to be proved by this Author, is not that 
the Three Divine Perſons Have one-afd the fame Numreri- 
cal Natire, of Efſe#ce, nor that they ate Mutrilly Conſci- 
05 to one another of whatſoever each of them #s, or 
knows ; ho, nor yet that this Murnal-C ouſeronfrn infers 
an Uzity of Natare inthe, asa Thing inſeparable from 
it. But He is to prove, . That this Unity of Nature, and 
this Mutaab=Conſciouſneſs are Convertibly one and-the 
ſame Thing, or that this latter is to the former what the 
Eſſence, or Form of any ws | is to that Gamer, That 
is to ſay, That the Unity of the Divine Natare formally 
Confi#s in, and is, what it i, by that Mataal-Conſcionſ- 
eſs which belongs to the Three Divine Perſons, Thus, 
I fay, is the Thing to be proved by Him. = 

And fo I proceed to his Arguments (which I aſſute 
the Reader, he ſhall find very ſtrange ones) nevertheleſs 
to give him as eafie and diſtin& a view of them, as I 
can, I willfſer down the ſeveral Heads of them before I 
particularly diſcuſs them, 

1, The Firſt of them is from the wa 5epya aſcribed, 
by the Fathers, to all the Three Divine Perſons joyntly. c 

2. 
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2: The Second from the wa wyyos @ Sfargopnes m2 
43T8 Buraugles. 

3. The Third from the <&:qpyo;, or Circuminceſ- 
ſion attributed likewiſe by the Fathers to them. 

4. The Fourth from the Repreſentation, which 
St. Auſtin makes of the- Trinity, by the Mind, and its 
Three diſtint# Faculties of Underſtanding, Memory, and 
Will. And, 

5. The Fifthand laſt from the Unity of the Original 
Principle, or Fountain of the Deity, or rather (lay I) of 
the ſecond and third Perſors of the Trinity. 

All which I ſhall examine diſtin&tly,and in their order. 
But before I do ſo, I think fit to give the Reader an Ac- 
count in one word of this Author's whole deſign in all 
the Particulars above ſpecified. And that is, to prove, 
Thar the Unity of the Divire Nature conſiſts in Unity of 
Operation, and then to ſuppoſe (for he does not fo much 
as go abqut to prove it) that this Unity of Operation is 
IderealLomſeioaſucſt This is the Sum Total of the 
Buſineſs; but I now come to Particulars. And 

Firſt, For the wie eripyerz, quoted by him out of Greg. 
Nyſfex. Where, before we ſee how far it may be formed 
into an Argument , I think it requiſite to give ſome Ac-- 
count how this Author Diſcourſes of it. I muſt confeſs, I 
have ſometimes wondred, what deſign he could have in 
ſo zealouſly exploding thoſe commonly received Terms 
of Subitavce,. Efſeuce end Nature from any application of 
them te God :' which here he does again afreſh, telling 
us in Page 115, lines 24, 25, 26, 27. That tt. confounds 
aur minds when we talk of the Numerical Unity of the God- 
head ta have the leait Conception or Thought about the Di- 
ſtinttion and Vaion of Natures aud Efſeaces. And that- 
therefore we are to ſpeak of God only in words import- 
ing Exergy or Operatias : And accordingly for this reaſo 
| 2 
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Gr. Nyſſez expreſſes God by @zxms and #pop&., words 
not ſignifying Nature or Eſſexce , but only Sight and 1n- 
ſpettion ; Nay and this Author has gone a ftep much be- 
yond this, plainly telling us, That the Father and the Son 
are Energy or Operation, Page 132. Line 13. And that Na- 
tre and Energy are the ſame in God P.133.L..20, and conſe- 
quently, That we are to entertain no other Conception 


of God, but as of a pare ſimple Operation. And thus, when 


we have degraded the Divine Nature from Sub#ance to 
Operation, it is but ove ſtep more to_ degrade it :to bare 
Notion. This conceit of this Author, I fay, at firſt 'T 
could not but wonder at, but am'fince pretty well aware 
of what he drives at by it. And that is in ſhort, 'That 
he thinks it a much eaſter Matter to make Aon, or O- 
peration, than Sub#tance, Eſſence, or Nature pals for Mu- 
Zual-Conſciouſneſs: And this upon good Reaſon, Tam fa- 
tisfied, 1s the Thing he defigns : But IT believe he will 
fall ſhort of fetching his CO out 'of ei- 
ther of them. And therefore firſt to Correct that Crude 
Notion of his, That we muſt not ſpeak of God in Terms im- 
porting Nature, but Operation; T deſire this Bold Man (as I 
tped| before in Chap. 2.) to tell me whether the Names 
of Jah and Fehovah, and I am that I am, by which God 
revealed himſelfto his People, were not Names of Nature 
and Eſſexce? and whether God revealed them for any other 


purpoſe than that he might be k»-own and «nder#ood by 


them ? But for all this he will have us to know from Gr. 
Nyſſer, That the Divine Nature 1s quid axatwwopaoy 
5 aGexpor, a Thing above Name or Expreſſion. And it 
15 ſo, I confeſs, as to an adequate complete Conception or 
Deſcription of it. But then, I ask him, are not the D- 
vine Operations ſo too? Are we able to comprehend them 
perfectly, and to the utmoſt of what, and how they are ? 
When the Pſalmiſt tells us, that God has put darkneſs un- 
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der his feet, Pſal.18. 9. and that his footiteps are not known, 
Pſal. 77. 19. And the Apoſtle in Rom. 11. 33. That his 
judgments are unſearchable , and his ways pait finding out. 
And are not-theſe -paſſages an Account of his Dealings 
and Operations inthe Government of the World ? And 
yet ſurely, notwithſtanding all this, we may have ſome 
true, though imperfe&t Conceptions both of his Natere 
and of his Operatzons allo: And I defire this Afſumin 

Man to inform me, What ſhould hinder, but that fo 
much as we Conceive of God, we may likewiſe expreſs, 
and (what is more) prove too ? For though Gregory 
Nyſſez has told us, That the Divine Nature is unexpreſſ- 
ble, yet, Thope, a Thing may be proved, though the 
Nature of it cannot always-be throughly expreſſed. Bur 


the Truth is, he makes this Father Argue at a very _ 


rate. For he tells us, Page 115. That one way,by whic 
Gregory Nyſſen undertakes to prove, That the ougyoriy, 
or Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, (as this Man underſtands 
it) proves a Numerical Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perſons, is, becauſe the Name [God] does not ſo pro- 
perly ſignifie the Divine Nature as ſomething relating to 
it : Which is a rare Proof indeed; it being as much as 
toſay, "That the ougeor, -or Sameneſs of Nature, proves 
one Goa, becauſe [God] does not figntfie Nature, But 
St. Gregory 1s far from arguing {o (which, beſides the 
Abſurdity of it, 1s only denying inſtead of proving) but 
he proves Sameneſs and Unity of Nature, by Sameneſs, or 
Unity of Operation, and that ſurely he might very well 
do, without making Unity of Nature only an Unity of 
Operation. And no leſs abſurd is-it, to repreſent St. Gre- 
gory making Unity of Operation one way, whereby the 
£aovmor, Or Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, proves a Nume- 
ical Unity of Nature : For though Unity of cnn - 
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ſelf proves this, yet ſurely it is not a Medium, whereby 
a Specifick Unity of the {aid Natere, does, or can prove 
it. = 

But to proceed, That Afſertion of this Author, [That 
God #s properly, Energy, or Operation] contains in it more 
Abſurdities than one. For firſt he takes Ezergy and Ope- 
ration for the ſame Thing ; whereas &dpyac is properly 
vis attiva, and Operation is only the #pynor, or actual 
Exerciſe of that v4, or Power. But whether it ſignifies 
one or both, ir1s certain, that God is properly neither of 
them. For (asThave ſhewn before) we muſt ſpeak of 
God as we are ableto conceive of him ; and we conceive 
of God, not as of an Aion, but as of an Agext ; that is, 
as of a Subſtance ating, or exerting it ſelf; and upon this 
Account I do here tell this Author, that it is impoſſible 


for Humane Reaſon to conceive of Attion, or Operation, 


but as founded iz: Subſtance ; and that nothing would more 
confound and overturn all the Methods, Ways, and 
Notions of Men's Minds, than to endeavour to conceive 
of it otherwiſe. And therefore if God is ſometimes cal- 
led &ipyea, or Action, it is by a Metonymy of the Ad- 
jun& for the Subje&t, or the Efte& for the Cauſe ; for 
truly and properly he is not ſo. And now, if this Au- 
thor ſhall think to take SanQtuary in that known Expreſ- 
fionof God, That he is a pure ſimple Ad, he may pleaſe to 
take notice, that the Term 4# is Ambiguous ; and 
ſometimes {ignifies an Actus Extitativas, which is no 
more than the Extity, or Being of a Thing, and ſome- 
times an Aus Phyſicas, which is the Operation, or Ex- 
ertion of ſome Adive Power. And it 1s in the former 
ſenſe only in which God is faid to be 4 pure ſimple AF, 
and not in the latter. And, by this Author's Favour, 
every Subſtance, Eſſence, or Nature isfuch an A&, which 
quite: 
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quite ſpoils all his fine Notion about expreſſing God onl 
by Terms of Ezergy and Operation, m excluſion of thoſe 
of Nature, Eſſence and Subſtance,” This I thought fit to 
premiſe, as throwing up the very formdation of all his 
Arguments, and indeed of his whole Hypotheſts. 

:-And ſo I come to his Argument, the Suri of which, 
rs this. 

That the Divine Nature 1s Divine Energy, or Opera- 
tion; And therefore, That the Unity of Divine Opera- 
tion, is Unity of, Divine Nature; And Faftly, That this 
Unity of Divine Nature is Mutual-Conſcionſneſs. 

Now it is certain, That there is not one of all theſe 
Three Propoſitions true ; but that 1s no fault of mine : 


ſince if they were caſt into a Syllogilm, that would not 


mend the Matter ; for the Syllogiſm muſt proceed 
thus. : 
Unity of Divine Energy, or Operation is Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs. . | 
Unity of Divine Nature is Unity of Divine Exerey, 
or Operation. | 
And therefore, Unity of Divine Nature is Mutual- 
Conſcionſneſs. + | | 
Every one of which Propoſitions is ſtill falſe. And 
yet I ſhall refer ir to this Author himſelf, or to any one, 
who has Read and Confidered his Book, to form a ber- 
rer Argument from what he has faid of a yiz tipyan, 
with reference to the preſent Subject, if he can. 
Nevertheleſs whether it be an Argument, or no Ar- 
gument , my Anſwer to his Allegation of the wie #vip- 
yeux, with relation to the Unity of the Divine Nature, and 
to Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs, 1s thus. 

- Firſt, That it is one Thing to be a Proof of a Thing, 
and another to be that wherein the Nature of. the Thing 
proved, does confiſk. Thus aQtual Ratiocination is a 
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certain Proof of a Principle of Reaſon, yet nevertheleſs 


it is not that.wherein a Principle of Reaſon does conſiſt; 
ſince that may be and continue when aQtual Ratiocinari- 
on ceaſes. In like manner l will-allow the wiz wipyan, 
to be a Proof of the wia voi. But, F abſolutely deny, 
'That the 5074s of the Exergy, is that. wherein the 6gTys 
of the Nature is, or ought to be placed ; or that the Fa- 
thers ever accounted- it ſo, how truly and ſtrongly ſoever 
it might, in their judgment, infer 1t. 

What the Fathers deſigned to prove by Uniry of Ope- 
ratios in the Three Divine Perſons, is evident from the 
following Paſſages; (to which: Twenty times as ma- 
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diverſa ubi non ſolum is, vera etiam in- 
diſcreta Natura, }. Serm. de Yerbo Dom. 
63. Cap, Js _ 


the Father does, that likew!1 
there is but one Eſſence of the. Father and.the Son... And a+ 


ny might be added.) Gregory 
Nyſſen tells us, That thoſe whoſe 
Energy-is the ſame, have their 
Nature altogether the ſame, 
And St..Bafil, That thoſe who 
have the ſame Operations, hazje 
alſo the ſame Eſſence [or Suþb- 
ſtance.] Bat the Operati 

[or Energy] of he Father and 
the Son is one,. as appears in- 
that Expreſſion, Tet us make 
Man. 4d again,W hatſoever 
ſe does the Son; axd therefore 


gain, The Sameneſs of Operation in the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, evidently ſhews,. That there is no difference in 
their Eſſence,. or Subſtance. . And accordingly. St. Auſtiz, 
The Operation cannot be diverſe, where the Nature us not only 
equal, but alſo undivided, From all which, it is mot 
clear; That the. Fathers alledge. this Unity. of: Operation 
only as a Proof or Argument.of this Unity of Nature, or. 


Eſſence : .And therefore, ſince nothing can. be a. Proof. of 


it. 
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itſelf, That they did not take Unity of Operation,. and 


Unity of Natare for one and the ſame Thing. But, 
Secondly, Suppoſing (but not granting) that it were 
ſo, viz. That Unity of Operation, did not only prove, 
but really was it ſelf this Unity of Natare, or Eſſence ; 
| yet how will this Author prove, that Unity of {Vature, 
or Unity of Operation is properly Mutual-Conſciouſneſs ? 
Is there ſo much. as one Tittle.in the Fathers expreſſing, 
or neceſſarily implying, that it is ſo ?. And as to the Rea- 
ſon of the Thing it ſelf ; Will any one-ſay, "That there 
is no other #5py«u belonging to the Divine Nature, but 


ryv7 


Mutual-Conſciouſneſs ? Or that this &ipyea-in the whole ' 


Latztude and Compaſs of it.extends no further * Nay, 
on the contrary, does 1t not Exert it ſelf in Infinite other 
Ads? And, what is yet more, does it not more pro- 


perly belong to any other of the Divize As, than toan 


Att of Kyowledge ? (bare. Knowledge, as ſuch being of it 
ſelf unoperative)-. and Mutual-Conſthouſueſ is but an AZ 
of Kowledze.. TI proteſt I am aſhamed to diſpute ſeriouſly 
againſt ſuch Stuff. 
2, His next Argument-to prove, ,That Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſneſs is formally that Unity of Nature which is in the Three 
Divine Perſons, is taken from another Expreſſion of the 
ſaid Gregory Nyſſez; viz. .That there is amongſt the Dz- 
wine Perſons, pa xivnos % $14x00unos 175 ayars Bran+ 
p&IG... Concerning which, this Author has the bold- 
neſs ta appeal to any one to.judge, whether this wuz x:- 
vos ByrnualSs, this fingle Motion of the Will, which 
at the ſame inſtant, is in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 


can {ignifie any thing but Matual-Conſciouſneſs, which - 


makes them Nawerically Oze, Page-117. Lines 8, 9, 10. 


&c. And he adds,. That it is impoſſible they ſhould' 
have ſuch a ſingle Motion of Will paſſing throy&h them 


all, .without-:this Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, Page 124.. Lines 
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30, 31. And this is the Sum of his Argument from the 
pic xirnor; Branuuald. 

. In Anſwer to which, before F addreſs my ſelf to his 
Argument, I will give ſome Account of the Quotation. 
In which, by his Favour, we are to take rhe ſenſe of 
the Father's words from the Father himſelf, and not 
from the Inferences which he who Quotes them, thinks 
fit to draw from them (how good ſoever he may be at 
that Work.) Now, what St. Gregory means by them, 
appears plainly by his manner of Reaſoning. The Que- 
ſtionbetore him was, hether the T hree Divine Perſons were 
Three Gods ? Which St.Gregory denies, and amongſt other 
Proofs,{ays, That God 1s the Name of Ezergy,and fromthe 
Unity of Energy,proves theUttyof theDezty,and that Three 
Perſons are but one God becauſerhe Operation isthe ſame in 
all. To this he raiſes an Objection from the Szmzeref5 of 
Faculty, Office,or Operation amongit Men,as Geometricians, 
Finsbandmen, Orators, whoſe Office, Buſineſs and Operations, 
(in their reſpective way) are the ſame; which yet does 
not hinder, but that they are ſti]] Three or more ſeveral 
Men. To which he Anſwers, That theſe act ſeparately 
Md by themſelves ; but that it is nor ſo in the Divize 
Natare ; no Perſoz, in the Holy Trinity, doing any Thing 
by himſelf only,or aGting ſeparately from theother Two, 
bur chat there is one and' the fame Motroz and Diſpoſi- 
tron of Will paſſing from the Father, through the Soz, 
ro the Holy Ghoft. This 1s the force of St. Gregorps Rea- 
ſoning, and the plain — of it 1s no-more but this, 
That Three Men aCting the ſame Thing, are ftill Three 
Men, becauſe they at&t ſeparately and by themſelves : 
bur that the Three Perſons m the 7 7inity,are but One God, 
becauſe they do not aQ ſeparately, but that there is the 
fame tion and Diſpoſition of Will 1n all the Three 
Perſons ; as, on the contrary, Three Men's not having 
One 
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one and the ſame Motion of Will, equally proves, That 
they are not One, but Three ſeveral Men, and accord- 


ingly makes a manifeſt difterence between Three Men 
acting the ſame Thing, and the Operation of the Three 
Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity ; which is the Sum of 
St. Gregory's Anſwer to the forementioned ObjeQion. 


And now, what does all this prove ? Why truly neither 


of thoſe Two Things, which this Author muſt prove, or 
heproves nothing, viz. That this Unity of Motion, and 
Diſpoſition of Will, is properly and formally Unity of Di- 
vine Natnre : And next, That this Unity of Divine Na- 
ture is properly Mutual-Conſciouſa:ſs. Theſe Two Things, 
I fay, it is incumbent upon him to prove; But how it 
can be done from the fore-mentioned Words, or Argu- 
ment of Gregory Nyſſez, 1 believe will poſe the Learnedſt 
Man alive to {hew. 

The proper Anſwer therefore to this Argument will 


 bemuch the ſame with that juſt before gfven tothe Ar- 


gument drawn from the ia eripyan, (of which this 
mic %iynoss Beanupalg 15 but a Branch) and it proceeds 


| thus, 


'Firſt, I deny the pis ximosu Branpal@e, to be any 


more than a proof of the Unity of the Divi Nature ; 


juſt as either the Efec?, or the Cauſality is a ſure proof 
of the Cauſe ; but for all that, is not the Cauſe : or as a 
Conſequent proves its Antecedent without 'being the 
Anrecedent, or that wherein the Natare of the Antece- 
dent does conſiſt. | 

Secondly, In the next place I deny that wiz xiynos 
Beaualss, 15 formally and properly the ſame with Mu- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs, any more than an AQ, or Motion of 


the Wl, 1s formally the ſame with an AQ of rhe Under- 


ſtanding : And before this Author takes it for granted, 
(which is his conſtant way of proving things) I —_ 
that 
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that he make it appear, That G8vAnua, or B&Anors, anfl 
&Inots, Or tyvwors, fignifie formally one and the ſame 
Thing : And it was boldly done of him (to fay the 
leaſt) to appeal to his Reader about a Thing, in which, 
if he underſtood the difference between an A of Voli- 
tion, and an Act of Intelletion, he muſt certainly judge 
againſt him. . 

Bur it may be replyed, That this yia BvAyors does at 
leaſt infer a-uia 9100s, «dos, Or-ovreif nos, T grant it 
may : But affirm, that this is nothing to his Purpoſe ; 
unleſs it could follow from hence, that that which in- 
fers, or proves a Thing, 1s the very Thing which ir in- 
fers and proves ; which it neither 1s, nor, for that Rea- 
fon, can be. 

As for what he adds, , That this pick KUVNOS BurnualO 
cannot be in the Three Divine Perſons, without ſuch a Mu- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs : T do readily grant this alſo. But in 
the mean tim, is not this Did&ator yet old enough to di- 
ſtinguiſhbetween the Caſa ſine qua oz, or rather rhe 
Condition of a Thing ; and the Ratio formatis, -or Na- 
ture of that Thing? Between That, without which. a 
Thing ot be, and that, which that: Thing properly 
 #? TherEcan be no ſuch Thing as Sight, withour a due 
Circulation of the Blood and Spirits: But is ſuch a Circu- 
lation, therefore, properly an ACt of Sight ? Or an A& 
of Sight ſuch a Circulation ? To diſpute this further, 
would'be but to abuſe the Reader's Patience. 

—  Andlaſtof all, if this Author ſhould take advantage 
of thoſe words from Gregory Nyſſen, That God ir the 
Name of Energy. Beſidgs, that it 1s not the bare Nota- 
7i0n, but aſe of the Word, that muſt govern its ſignifica- 
tion : I would have this Author know, That God -may 
have many Names, by which his Nature is not fignifi- 
ed ; as well as ſeveral others by wluch it is, and may be. 
But 
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But I muſt confeſs, it is a very pleaſant Thing (as was 
in ſome meaſure hinted before) to prove the Divine Na- 
tare to be Enerey, becauſe the Name [God] does not 
fienifie Nature, but Energy, or Operation ; whereas in Truth 
(if it proves any thing) it proves that/\Vature and Energy 
(applyed to God)do by no means ſignifie the ſame'Thing. 

And ſo T have done with his Argument from the wiz 
x1y101s Guang, and effeftually demonſtrated, Thar 
there is not ſo much as the leaſt ſhew, or ſemblance of 
any proof from this, That Mutzal-Conſciouſneſs is properly 
that wherein the Unity of the Divine Nature in the Three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity does conſiſt. 

3. His Third Argument is from the Word Teexywpy- 
ris, commonly Tranſlated Circuminceſſion, and ſignity- 
ing a Mutual-Inexiftence, or In-awelling of each Perſon in 
the other Two. The Word was firſt uſed in this ſenſe 
(fo far as I can find) by Damaſcen, a Father of the 8th 
Century. But the Thing meant by it, is contained in 
thoſe words of our Saviour in John 14. 11. 21. Believe 
me that I am in the Father, and the Father in me, which, 
I confeſs, are a ſolid and ſufficient proofof the Unity and 
Tdentity of the Divine Nature, both in the Father and the 
Sox ; and withal a very happy and ſignificant Expreſſion 
of the ſame. 

But what is this to our Author's Purpoſe ? And how 
does he prove this reerywprors to be Mutual-Conſciouſ- 
eſs? Why truly, by no Argument, or Reaſon produ- 
ced, or ſo much as offered at by him, but only by a con- 
fident, Over-bearing Afﬀfirmation, That there is zo other 
Account to be given of that Mutnal-In-being of the Divine 
Perſons in each other, -( which the Fathers call Tegxyu- 
puo's ) ” by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, Page 125. Lines 
6, 7, 6. 


Dd But, 
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| twre, andthis Mutual-In-awelling of th 
ſons does Confiff, Page 124. Lines 4, 5. And | 


Armadverſuons, &c. | 


But, by his leave, I muſt debate the caſea little with 
bim, before he carries It ef fo. And in order to this, I 
mult tell him in rhe firſt place, That the Queſtion is not 
whether Mut#al-Conſciouſneſs beſt explains this rTeexxupn- 
os, but whether it be the Tegxywpuc it ſelf,and that re- 
erxopnos be the Unity of the Devine Nature in the Three 
Perſons? And in the next place, I demand of him, 
Whether our Saviour's Words do not plainly and ex- 
prelly ſignifie the Mutual-Iz-beirg,. or In-exiſtence of the 
Perſons 1a one another, without any ſignification of their 
Mutual-Conſciouſneſs at all ? And if ſo ; let me. hear a 
Reaſon, Why we ſhould not take our Saviour's mean- 
ing from the Native ſignification of his own Words, ra. 
ther than from thoſe of this Author... For will he ven- 
ture to affirm, "That the Father cannot be. in the Sor, 
and the Sox in the Father by, a Mutuel-Inexiſtence in one 
another, but only by a Mxtua/-Kxowledetdf one another ? 
Let him take heed what he Gy, and how. he ventures 
beyond his Depth. Or will. he fay, That our Saviour 
meant the ſame, Thing with himſelf, but was ot /o hap- 
2 in expreſſing it ? For no other Reaſon, but one of theſe 
Two can beafligned, That when our Saviour expreſles- 
himſel6 in Terms importing Mutual-In-exitence,, this 
Man ſhall dare to ſay, "That he means nothing by them 
but Muteal<Ci CG - I refer it; tothe Serious and 
Impartial Re toijudge af the Horrible Boldneſs of 
this Man:. and withal, to obſerve how extremely he 
varies from himſeſf about this reg:xwpnoce and Mutual-- 
Conſciouſneſs... For 

Firft,, He ſometimes ſays, That Mutual-Conſciouſpeſs 
# the only Thing wherein both the Vn ” 4 the Divine Na-- 


ee Divine Per«- 


& 


Secondly, 


MW 
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Secondly, He ſays, That Matual-Conſcionſneſs is the 
only thing that cum explain, or give an Account of this Mu 
tual-In-awelling, or meexyopnes, Page 125. Lines 6, 7. 

To which I Anſwer, That when he ſpeaks of giving 
an Account of this regrywpnors, if he means only az Ac- 
count that there is ſuch « Thing belonging to the Divine Per- 
ſons , Our Saviour's Words have given a ſufficient Ac- 
count of that already, Bur, 

Secondly, If he means ſuch an Account of it, as ex- 
plains and makes clear to us the Natare of it, by ſhew- 
ing what it i, and how it is. T deny that any fuch Ac- 
count can be given (or perhaps anderſtood) by Humane 
Reaſon ; and much leſs, that his Marual-Conſcionſneſs 
does or can giveit. 

Concerning which, T ſhall ask him this one Queſtion, 
viz, Whether the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are 
not Mutnally-Conſciors to one another of their Mutual- 
In-exiſtence in one another ? IT ſuppoſe he will not (be- 
cauſe he dares not) deny it. And if he grants it, then 
it manifeſtly follows, "That their Mzntnal-In-exiftence in 
one another, is in Order of Nature before their Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs ; and conſequently cannot be the fame with 
it, nor Conſift in it. For certainly thoſe Divine Perſons 
muſt Exif# Mutually in one another, before they can 
know , or be Coxſcions to themſelves that they do 
{o. | | 
So that we ſee here, that nothing is, or can be conclu- 
ded from this Teexywpnors for his Mutual-C onſciouſneſs, 
whether we conſider the Uſe of the Word, or the Nature 
of the Thing. But let us ſee, how he makes good his 
Point from the Authority of the Fathers, which was the 
grand Thing undertook by him in this his 4th SeCtion. 
And here as for the Fathers, he both Deſpiſes and Re- 
proaches them, and that very groſly too, For firſt he 

Dd s- tells 
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tells us, That ſuch an Union amongſt the Divine Perſons 
(as is expreſſed by the word Teerupnou) they all agree 
in, but how to explain it they knew not, Page 125, Lines 
17, 18, And why then, in the Name of God, does he- 
refer to the Fathers to juſtifie his Explanation of thar, 
which in the very ſame Breath he ſays , They knew 
not how to Explain ? And the Truth is, the Fathers never 
owned themſelves able to explain it; and that for a ve 

good Reaſon ; viz. becauſe they held it unexplicable 
and unconceivable ; and not for that Scandalous Reaſon 
given by him, viz. That they had groſs Material Con- 
ceptions of the Deity , by conceiving of it as of a Syb- 
ſtance, Page 125. Lines 27, 28. For, ſays he, within 
Two Lines after, Had they Contemplated God as a pure 
Mind, it had been eaſie to explain this meexywupnats, or In- 
dwelling of the Divine Perſons in each other. Good God ! 
"That any Profeſſor of Divinity ſhould call that eaſie to ex- 
_ which the Reaſon of all Mankind has hitherta 
ent under, as a Thing too great, and myfterious for it 
to comprehend, or to grapple with ! So that if ever we 
have cauſe tocry out « ÞaSQ.,, it is here : Or that he 
ſhould tax all thoſe, who own themſelves at a loſs about 
it, for not Contemplating God as a pure Mind ! Butto him, 
I confeſs, who can Conceive of ſuch a Pure Mind, as is 
20 Subſtance ;, that is to ſay, in other words, No Being. 
(For I am ſure he will not ſo much as pretend it to be 
an Accident) to Him, I ſay, Icannot wonder, if nothing 
ſeem difficult, or myſterious. In the. mean time, it 1s 
ſhameleſs and inſufferablein this Man to ſay, as he does 
Page 100, 101. That his Explication of the Trinity is not 
new,bat the ſame with that of the Fathers,and afterwards 
in purſuance of thigAſſertion, to lay, That the Fathers 
knew not how to explain it, and to givethis as a Reaſon of 
their not knowing how to do ſo, viz.. That they had for: 
- groſs 
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groſs Notions of God, that they could not conceive rightly of 
ths Myſtery. For this he has roundly affirmed ; and 
therefore ought in all Reaſon,cither to prove this Charge 
upon the Fathers, or to give the World, and the Church 
of England in particular, ſatisfaction for ſpeaking ſo 
falſely and ſcandalouſly of ſuch glorious Lights and 
principal Pillars of the Chri#ian Church ; and ſuch as, I 
darefay, never Preached nor Prayed in any Conventicle. 

But what the DoQrine of the Fathers is concernin 
this Teexxwpnors, and how they underſtood thoſe wie 
of our Saviour (expreſſed by this Term) is manifeſt 
from the Teſtimony of two or three of them, which T 
ſhall ſet down, as (in ſo known a caſe) abundantly ſuf- 
ficient. St. Cyrill of Ale x- 


andria, lays exprelly, Chriſts 
ſaying,that he is in theFather, 
and the Father in him, ſhews 


"Ive Ss us 3%, Tarov & Cutiva raxeivey 
& T7 geil, F Twrimla © Ot vj 
7 vols 61018, rity, Cyril. Theſaur. lib, 12. 


the Identity of the Deity, and tf: 799: 
the Unity of the Subſtance, or ; 
Eſſence. And ſo likewiſe - . 


Pang os : Accordingly there- gia tyre $, », dindmes themds aejnegy, 
a 


fore ( 
ſaid before, T and my Father 


ys he) Chriſt having "gx v © wane is foul), imgeero Eq) Gy 
T@ Tere x) 0 Tlamg ws, 'Epel Iva #F we 


are one: He adds, Tamin rTaviinſe © eunl@, 7 5 wine 4 toing 
the Father,and the Father in dJ\iEy, Aibanaſim Orationequarta contra Arianos, 


me, thar-he might ſhew both 
the Identity of the Divinity, 
and the Unity of Eſſence. And 


- | . R Pater in filio eſt & filius in Patre per in- 
ſo agall St. Hulary : The Fa ſeparabilis Nature Unitatem, Hilarim de Trj- 


ther us in the Son, and the Son winate, lib, 8. 
in the Father, by the Unity of | 
an inſeparable [Undivided) Nature. By which Paſſages, I 
fuppole any Man of ſenſe will perceive, That the Thing 


which the Fathers meant and gathered from thoſe words 
of 
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of our Saviour (ſince expreſſed by this regxywpnors) was 
no Unity of Mataal-Conſciouſneſs (which they never men- 
tion) but an Uzity of” Eſſence, or »Natare (which they 
exprelly and conſtantly do.) Nor does this very Author 
deny it, as appears from his own words, though he 
quite perverts the ſence of the Fathers, by a very ſence- 
leſs Remark upon them, Page 125. Lines 20, 2r. This 
Samencſs [or Unity] of Nature (lays he) might be the 
Cauſe of this Union [1n the Divine Perſons] viz. by a 
FEeaxwpunts, but not explain what this Tutimegte Union ts. 
Now this Author has been already told, That the Que- 
ſtion here is not, what explains this Union, but what this 
Union us ? But beſides this his miſtake of the Queſtion, T 
deſire him to declare, what he means by the Care of this 
Union ? (as he here expreſſes himſelf.) For will he make 
an Union (as he calls an Vnty) in the Divine Perſons by 
Samentſs of Nature a Cauſe of their Intimate Union by 4 
TeLeKXwpnots, or Mutual-In-being of them in each other, 
and affirm alſo this Teexxwpnors to be the ſame Thing 
with Mutual-Conſciouſneſs? If hedoes ſo, he makes the 
{me Thing the Caule of it ſelf. For the Sameneſs of 
Nature in the Three Perſons, and their Matual-In-being, or 
In-awelling, are the very ſame Thing, and the ſame Unity, 
though difierentiy exprefled. But however, if we take 
him at his own word, it will effectually overthrow his 
Hypotheſis. For if the Sameneſs of the Divine Nature 
in the Three Perſons, be (as he ſays) the cauſe of this 
TEE&Xwpnors, and this meeaxwpnors be the-ſame with Mu- 
tual-Conſciguſneſs ; it will and muſt follow, That this 
Sameneſs, or Unity of Nature can no more confift in Ma- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs, than the Cauſe can conſiſt in its Efet?, 
or the Antecedent in its Conſequent. And this Inference 
ſtands firm and unan{werable againit lym. 


But 
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But as to the Truth of the Thing it felf, though we 
allow and granf the Unity of the Divine Natare in the 
Three Perſons, and the Mutual In-being, or In-dwelling of 
the ſaid Perſons in each other, to be the ſame Thing, 
et we deny, 'That this their Matzal 1;-being is the ſame 
with their Mutual-Conſcienſneſs.. But that their Mutual- 
Cong follows and reſults from it,and for that cauſe 
cannot be formally the ſame withit. And ſo I have done 
with his 3d Argument, which he has drawn from the 
Fe@&Ywpnmrs, and is indeed nothing elſe, but a bold down- 
right Perwerſion of Scripture, and a groſs Abuſe of the 
Fathers. | 
4. His-fourth Argugnent is from an Allegation out of 
St. Asftiz, who, though he does not (as our Author 
confelſes) Name this Matual-Conſciouſneſs, yet he explains 
a Trinity in Unity (as he would perſwade us) by Exam- 


ples of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs ;. particularly by the Unity of 


the Three Faculties of Underſtanding, Memory and Will 
in the ſame Soul,all*f them Matually Conſcious to ane another 


of” the ſeveral Atts belonging to each of them. And his 


gth Book: is ſpent upon this Argument ; In which he 


makes the Mind, conſidered with its knowledge of it ſelf, 


axd its love of it ſelf (all three of them (as he ſays) but 
oneandthe ſame Thing) a faint Reſemblance of the Tri- 


nity in Unity.. And this is, what. he. Argues- from- 


St. Auſtin... - 

To which I Anſwer. 

Firſt, That Faint Reſemblances are far from being ſo- 
lid Proofs of any Thing ; and that, although ſimilitudes 
may ſerve to illuſtrate a 'Thing otherwiſe. proved, yet 
they prove and conclude nothing.. The Fathers indeed 
arefull of them both upon this and ſeveral other SubjeQs, 
but ſtill they uſe them for 1luſtration only, and nothing 


elſe... And it-is a. ſcurvy ſign that Proofs and Arguments 


TU 
- 


# 
Ke 


Animadverfions, &C. 


run very low with this Author,when he paſſes over thoſe 
Principal Places in which the Fathers have plainly, open- 
ly and profeſſedly declared their Judgment upon this 
great Article, and endeavours ro gather their ſence of it 
only from Similitudes and Allufions ; which looks like a 
defen of putting his Reader off with ſomething like az 
Argument, and not an Argument, and 4 which the Tail 
ftands where the Head ſhould : For according to the True 
Method of proving Things, the Reaſo» ſhould always 
go firſt, and the Similirude come after ; but by no means 
ought the Simzlitude ever to be put inſtead of the Reaſor. 
But 
Secondly, To make it yet cleager, how unconclufive 

this Author's Allegation from St. Auſtiz 1s, T ſhall de- 
monſtrate, That this Father does not here make uſe of 
an Example of Mutual-Con Goaſweſs, by ſhewing the great 
diſparity between the Thing alledged, and the 'Thin 

which it is applyed to, and that, as to the very Caſe, 
 Whichit 1s alledged for. For we mfift obſerve, That 
the Mutual-C afro of the Perſons of the BleſſeM Tri- 
zity is ſuch , as is fully and entirely in each Perſo,, fo 
' that by vertue thereof every one of them is truly and 
properly Conſcious of all that belongs to the other Two. 
But it is by no means ſo in thoſe three Faculties of the 
Soul, Undertanding, Memory, and Will, For though the 
Under#anding indeed be Conſcious to all that paſſes in the 
Will, yet T deny the Will to be Conſcious to any Thing, 
or AC that paſſes either in the Underftanding, or the 
Memory, and it is impoſſible it ſhould be ſo, without 
exerting an A& of Knowledge, or IntelleQtion ; which 
to war A to the Faculty of the Will, would be infinitely 
abſurd. It is true indeed, That one and the ſame Soul 
is Conſcious to it ſelf of the AQts of all theſe Three Fa- 
culties : Bur ſtill it is by vertue of its Intellectual Faculty 


alone, 
. 
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.xtone, that it is ſo. And the like 1s to be ſaid of its 
Kowledge and of its Love of it ſelf.: For though it be 
_ the ſame Soul which both Knows and Loves it ſelf, yet 
it neither Knows it ſelf by an Act of Love, nor Loves it 
{elf by an A&t of Kowales any more, than it can W:{ 
by an AQ of the Memory, or Remember by an Act of 
the Will; which is impoſſible : and amongſt other proots 
that it is ſo, it ſeems to me a very conſiderable one, that, 
if a Man could remember by his Will, this Author in all 
likelyhood, would not forget himſelf ſo often as he does. 
Tt is clear therefore on: the one ſide, That the As of 
Underſtanding, Memory, and Will, neither are nor canbe 
Aitts of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs; and on the other, that 
Father, Son, and Holy Gho## do every one of them Exert 
Adits of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs upon one another, and con- 
ſequently, that, as to this thing, there is a total entire 
difference between both {ides-of the Compariſon. For 


which cauſe it is to be hoped, that this Author himſelf 


will henceforth-Conſult the Credit of his own Reaſon ſo 
far, as to give over proving, That the Unity of the Divine 
Natare in the Three Bleſſed Perſons conſiſts wholly and ſolely 
in the Mutual-C _—_ neſs of-the ſaid Perſons, by Exam- 
ples taken from ſuch Created Things as are by no means 
Mutually-Conſcious to one another. | 

' Butto manifeſt yet further the Vanity of this his Al- 
legation out of St. Au/?iz, IT ſhall plainly ſhew, where- 
ut this Father placed the Unity of the Three Divine Per- 
ſons. And that, in ſhort, is 772 the Unity of their Nature, 
Eſſence, and Subſtance, This 

5 the Catholick Faith (lays 
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Patrem Filium & Spiritum Sanftum, unius 


e) that we believe Father, ejuſdemque Subftantiz, Zjb. 1, de Trinitare, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be of ©: 4+ | 
One and the ſame Subſtance. | 

Be And 


210 Antmadverſions, &C. | 


NY And again, Let ws believe in 
Creornerea lo Pare ® Flom & $6: the Father, San, and Hoh 
rabilia, 5 eſt, Unus Deus, Unius Subſtantiz, Gh oft. T, heſe are Et Ld nal ana. 
Trinitas #terna. Ibid. Unchangeable, that 1s » One 
God, of One Subſtance, the 
Eternal Trinity, And moreover, ſpeaking of-ſuch- as 
would have Three Gods to be Worſhipped, he adds, 
That they know not what is the 
Neſciunt enim quid fit Una eademque Sub- yeantng of One and the {ame 
ftantia, &c. Lib. de Agone Chriſtino, Cub Ti omg d are ie _ by 
| their own Fancies ;- and, be-- 
cauſe they ſee Three Bodies ſeparate in Three Places, they 

think the Subſtance of God is ſo to be underſtood. 

T think it very needleſs to add the like Teſtimonies 
from other Fathers (how numerous and full ſoever they 
may be) for our Author having here: quoted only 
St. Auſtin, T ſhall confine my Anſwer to his Quotation,. 
and think it enough for me to over-rule an Inference: 
from a Smilitude taken out of St. Auftin by a Plain, 

. Literal , Unexceptionable TJeclaration of St. Auſtin's. 
Opinion. 

7 he Sum of the whole Matter is this; That the-Thing. 
to be proved by this Author, is, That the Three Divine 
Perſons are One, only by an Unity of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs : 
And to prove this, he produces only a Simulitude out of 
St. Au#1z, and that allo, a Similitude taken from Things, 
in which no ſuch Thing as Matual-Conſcionſneſs is to 
found.. By which it appears, That his Argument is 
manifeſtly Lame of both Legs, and, as ſuch, I leave it 
to ſhift for it ſelf. OR 

5; In the fifth and laft. place, He tells us, That the 
Fathers alſo reſolved the Unity of the Goa-head in the Three 
Divine Perſons into the Unity of Principle; meaning there- 
by, That though there be Three Divine Perſons in be God-- 


head, 
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head, Father, Son and Holy Gho# ; yet the Father ts the 
Original and Fountain of y 4 Deity, who begets the Son of 
his own Sub#ance; and from whom, and the Son, the 
Holy Ghoſt eternally proceeds of” the ſame Sub#tance with the 
Father and Son; 7; that there is but one Principle and Foun- 
tain of the Deity, and therefore but one Goa, Page 128. 

Line 6. 

Now all this is very true ; but how will our Author 
bring it to his purpoſe ? Why, thus, >» not at all, v2. 
That the Numerical Unity off Natare in *. Three Divine 
Perſons, by being founded in, and reſolver; ::.i. whis Vnt- 
ty of Principle, does therefore properly contiit in Mutaal- 
Conſciouſneſs. This, T ſay, muſt be his Inference, and 
it is a /arge ſtep, T confeſs, and larger than any of the 
Fathers ever made : Nevertheleſs without making it, 
this Author muſt fit down ſhort of his Point. ' And yet 
if he really thinks, that his Point may be concluded 
from hence ; why, in the, Name of Sence and Reaſon 
might he not as well have argued from Gez. x. 1. That 
God Created the Heavens and the Earth, and that there- 
fore the Three Divine Perſons are and muſt be one, only 
by an Unity of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs ? For it would have 
followed every whit as well from this as from the other. 
But, ſince the Creation of both, TI believe, never Man 
diſputed as this Man does, while he pretends to prove 
his Stays 4p; 4 from the Unity of” Principle in the 
Oeconomy of the Divine Pryons : And yet, if he does 
not deſign to prove it from thence, to what purpoſe is 
this Unity of Principle here alledged, where the only 
Point to be proved is, That the Uzzty of the Divize N- 
ture in the Three Perſoxs is only an Unity of Mutual-Con- 

ſciouſneſs ? 

"But to come a littlecloſer to him. Tf this Author can 
make i out, That the Father Communicates his Sub- 
Ee 2 ſtance 


ZIz 


' Hnimadverſuns, &tc:; 


s 

ſtance to the Sox, and the Father and the Sox together 
Communicate the ſame to-the Holy Ghoſt by one Erernal 
At of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, Common to all Three Per-- 
ſons, then his Argument from Unity of Principle to -an 
Unity of Nature, conſiſting in Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, may 
ſignifie and conclude ſomething ;. but this he attempts. 
not, nor if he ſhould, would he or any Man living be- 
ever able to prove it. _ 

But he is for coming.over this- Argument . again, and 
tells us, They as Petavius well obſerves) it does not” of it 
ſelf prove the Unity (that is to ſay,. the Numerical Unity) 
ke God-head,. but only the oggenoms, or Sameneſs of Na- 
ture, 1.e. as he elſewhere explains himſelf [he Specifick 
Sameneſs of Nature.] And that therefore the Fathers thought 


fit to add, That God begrs: a. Son, not withourt,. but. 


within Himſelf,. Page 128. Line 17, .&c. 
In Anſwer to which Obſervation, though it affefs - 
the Point of Mutaal-Conſciouſneſs (the only Thing now 
in hand)no more than what he had alledged before ; yet _ 
in vindication both of the-Fathers and- of Petavins him- 
felf, I muſt needs tell this Author, That it is equally an 
Abuſe to both. For as to the Fathers ; it has been ſufh- 
ciently proved. to him, "That neither is there any ſuch 
Thing as a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of. Nature-1n the - 
Divine Perſe: nor that- the : Fathers ever owned any 
ſuch, but {till by the oyggo:oy held only. a Namerical U: 
zity of Nature, and no other ; . ſo that their ſaying, That 
God begot a Son within himſelf, was rather- a further Ex- 
plication of the 54gvo:oy, than any Addition at-all to it. 
And as for Petawine,. whereas this Man ſays, That he - 
has obſerved, That. this Argamentation of the Fathers, does 
not of it ſelf” prove the Numerical Unity of the Goa-head in 
the Three Perſons ;. Taverr, That Petavius obſerves no- 
ſich Thing. He fays indeed”; If} this . Reaſoning (hs. | 
OM. = 
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from Unity ' of Principle) were conſidered Abſolutely and 
Univerſally, it would prove rather a Ar than a Numer i- 
cal Onity of Nature, and gives a Reaſon for it from Hu- 
”ane Generation: But then he does by no means -ſay, 
That the Fathers Arguments in this Caſe ought to be 10 
conſidered, but plainly limits | 

them to the D:ivize Gepnerati- Ex propria Divinitatis divinzque Genera- 


. . tionis Conditione ac natura Vis & robur Ar- 
ON, AS of a peculiar kind, gumentationis iftins petitnr, quatenus non 


differing, from _ Maa ney : Eg —_— or ons __ 
And'thereupon no leis plain- 3p Yomera on nate. 5 ribus Perſons 
ly A ſerts, Fat when the Fa- Cs, Petav. Dog. de Trinitate, - Lib. 4 
ther begets the Son, he Com- | Ent 
municates to him the ſame Numerical Subitance aud Na- 
ture, and ſays exprelly, That the force and itrength of 
the Fathers Argumentation is taken fromthe proper Con- 
dition and Nature-of the Divinity, and the Divine-Genera- 
tion, from whence they collef#, not any kind of Unity of Eſs 
ſence, but only a Stugular and Numerical Unity in the Three 
Divine Perſons : Which he. makes good by Inſthces 
from St. Athanaſius and St. Hilary, And this is the true 
ſtate of the Caſe, and ſhews, That-Peravis underſtood 
the Fathers ; whether he, who takes upon him to be his 
* CorreQtor and Confuter, does or no. In the meantime - 
it is ſhameleſs to inſinuate in this manner, that Petavims' 
repreſented theſe Arguments of the Fathers, . as proving 
only the [Specifick] Sameneſs of Nature, and not the Nu- 
mevical Unity of the God-head, when he plainly: ſhews, 
That they deſigne&thereby to prove-a- Numerical Unity 
of Eſſence in the Divine Perſons, and nothing elſe. 
But this Author ſeems to affume to himſelf a peculiar 
Priviledge of- ſaying what he will, and of. whom he will. In 
which EET cons but'commend his- Conduct, 
as little -as T-like his Arguing.., For that, as he makes 
{0 bold with ſo Learned and Renowned aPerſon as Peta- 
VIM : 


 Animadverſuons, &c. 
vias ; So he wiſely does it now that he is Taid faſt in his 
Grave. For had Petavins been living, and this Man 
wrote his Book in the ſame Language in which Peravins 
wrote his (which, for a certain' Reaſon, I am pretty - 
well ſatisfied he fever would) there is no doubt but Pe- 
tavins would have toſſed him and his New - Norton of 
Three diftinit Infinite Spirits, long fince, mm a Blanket, 
and effectually taught him the difference of Inſulting 
over a Great Man when his Head is low, and when he 
1s able to defend himſelf, | - capes 

We have ſeen how little our Author has been able to 
ſerve himſelf of the fore-mentioned Reſolation of the U- 
nity of the Divine Nature, into an Unity of Principle, b 
way of Argument in behalf of his Matual-Confetouſm?, 
Neverthekefs, though it fails him, as an Argamerr, yet, 
that he may not wholly loſe it, he feems defirous to col- 
tivate it as a Votton ; and upon that ſcore tells us, That 
it needs ſomething further both to Complere and Explain 
it, Fvhich, with reference to his own Apprehenfions of 
it, I eafily believe) but however, T ſhall take ſome Ac- 
count of what he ſays, both as *to the Completion, and 
Explication of it, And 

Firſt,For the C a He tells us, That Father,Sop, 
and Holy Gho#tare ' [em to One Goa,and that upon this 
Account there muſt be neceffarily Three Perſons in the U- 
nity of the Godhead, ani can be no more. Asto which laſt 
Clauſe he muſt give me leave to tell him, That it is not 
the bure Eſſentiality of the Three Perſons to'the God-head, 
which proves that there can be no more than Three be- 
longing to it : but it is the Peculiar Condition of the Per- 
ons, which proves this ; without which the Efſeatialzty 
of the Three, would no more hinder the Efſert1aliry of a 
Fourth or Fifth, than the - cures of Two could take 


away the Eſſertiality of a Third. And therefore _ 
| tne 


ſon for it will not hold. 

But one choice Paſfage quoted by him out of a great 
Father, .T muſt by no means omut, viz. That upon Ac- 
count of this Unity of Principle, St, Auitin calls the Tri- 
aity, Unam quandam ſumman Rem, Page 123. Line 8. 
Concerning which, I deſire any Man living (except this 
Author) to declare freely, whether he. thinks that 
St. Autiz, or any one elſe of Sence and Learning would 
call Three diitintt Infinite Minds, or Spirits (which are 
neither Numerically, - nor- Specifically, nor ſo much as Col- 
ahi One) Unam quandam ſummam Rem, But in 
tne | 
Second Place : As for his Explication of the ſaid No- 
tion, he tells us, That he ſhall proceed by ſeveral fteps, and 


thoſe (as he would perſwade us) very plain, and Uni- 


verſally acknowledged by all, Page 126. Lines 16, 17, &*c. 
evertheleſs, by his good leave, I ſhall and muſt de- 
mur to Two of them, as by no means fit to be acknow- 
ledged by any, and much leſs ſuch as are acknowledged by 
all; And they are the Thirdand Foxrth. In which he 
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che Propoſition laid down by him be true, yet his Rea- - 


tells us, .. That, inthe firſt place, S_ Mind and Wife - 


age of it' ſelf, and 


dom, and in the ſecond, That Kjow 


laſtly, Love of #t ſelf, are all of them aiſtini# Acts, and - 


[o diſtinit, that they can never be one Simple Individual At. 
withal, - that theſe AQts being thus diſtin, muſt be 


Three Subſtantial Afts in God, That is to ſay, Three Sub- 


ſitting Perſons : By which Three Subi#amntial AtFs he muſt 
of neceſſity mean Three fuch Atts, as are Three Subtax- - 
ces, Foraſmuch as he adds in the very: next-words, - 
That there # nothing but Eſſence and Subitance in God, - 


Page 130. Lines 7, 8, 9. to the middle of the Page. - 
* Now againſt theſe ſtrange Poſitions, I Argue thus. - 


Firſt, - 
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nimaduerſions, .&&C. 

Firſt, If the Three fore-mentioned 4#s are ſo di- 
ſtinCt in God, that they can never be One Simple Indivi- 
dual Af, then T infer, That the ſaid Three As cannot 
poſſibly be Oze God. Foraſmuch as to be One Goa, is to 
be One Pure Simple Indiviſible Ai. And thus we ſee 


how at oze ſtep, or ſtroke, he has -Ungodded the Three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. 'For theſe Three As (he 


-. tells us) are the T hree Perſons in the Godhead, Though 
' T believe no Dz44ze before him, ever affirmed a Perſor 


ro be au At, or an Ad a Perſon, with how great Confi- 
_ ſoever (and ſomething elſe) this Man affirms it 
cre. | 
Secondly, If thoſe Three Afs in the God-head are 
Three aiFtind Infinite Subſtances (as he plainly ſays they 
are, by telling us, Page 130. Line 19. That there is no- 
thing but Eſſence and'Subſtance in God) then in the God- 
head there are and muſt be Three diſtini# Gods, or God- 
heads. Foraſmuch as an Infinite Subitance being:properly 
God, every diſtintt infinite Subſtance, is and muft be a 
adiſtintt God, > © A 
Theſe I affirm to be the diret unavoidable Conſe- 
quences of thoſe two ſhort Paragraphs .in Page 130. 
which he makes his Third and Fourth Explanatory 
Ofeps. | | 
But becauſe he may here probably bear himſelf upon 
that Maxim, That there is nothing but Eſſence and Subſtance 
in God, (which yet by the way might better become 
any. one to plead than himſelf) let me tell him, That 
that Propoſition is not abſolutely, and in all Sences true. 
If. indeed he means by it, That there is no Being, whe- 
ther Seb/tance, or Accident in God, beſides his own moſt 
Pare, Sample, Indiviſible SubFtance, or Eſſence, (which 1s 
the commonly received ſence of . it) it 15 moſt;true. But 
if he therefore affirms, That neither are there any 
Na FY Modes, 
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Modes, or Relations in God, this will not be granted 
him. For in God, beſides Eſſexce, or Subſtance, we al- 
ſert, That there is that, which we call Mode, Habitude, 
and Relation : And-by one or other of theſe in ConjunQii- 
on with -Efferce, or Subſtance, we giveaccount of all the 

Aﬀs, Attributes, and Perſonalities belonging to the Di- 
vine Nature, or Godhead. This is the conſtant, unani- 
mouſly received Doctrine of Divines, School-men, and 
Metaphyſicians, intheir Diſcourſes upon God, and with- 
out which,it is impoſſible to Diſcourſe intelligibly of the 
Divine Aits, Attributes, or Perſons. And as it ſtands 
upon a firm bottom, ſo it may well be defended : And 
if this Author has ought to except againſt it, I ſhall be 
ready:to undertake the defence of it againſt him at any 
time. 

But ſtill, that he may keep-up that Glorious, ſtanding 
Chara&ter of Self-Contradittion, (which, one would 
think to be the very Ratio formalis ; or, at leaſt, the 
Perſonal Property ol the Man.) Having here, in Page 
230. made a very bold #ep, by Afſerting the . Three Dr- 
wine Perſons, to be Three diſtin Ads, and ſo diſtin, 
that they can never be one Simple, Individual Act. In the 
very next Page but one, viz. 132. Line 13. heroundly 
affirms, That the Father and the Son are one ſingle Exergy 
and Operation. Now, how ſafe and happy is this Man, 
that no Abſurdities,or Contradictionscan ever hurt him ! 
Or at leaſt, that he never feels them, let rhem pinch ne- 
ver ſo cloſe and hard. 

What remains, is chiefly a Diſcourſe about the diffe- 
rent way of the Sox's 1\tutng from the Father, and the 
Holy Gho##?'s ifſuing from both : As that the former is 
called Generation, becauſe the Sox iſſues from the Father 
by a Reflex A, and the latter. termed Proceſion, becauſe 
the Holy Gho# iſles from _ by a dire Aﬀ, But 
| F why 


Animadverſrons, &c. 


| why a Reflex Ai ruſt needs be termed properly a Geye< 
| ration, and a dire A not be capable of being properly 
Fl | ſo accounted, this our Acute Author very diſcreetly ſays 
' nothing at all to; though (under favour) all that te 
fays beſides, leaves us as much in the Dark as we were 
before. And for my own part, I cannot think my ſelf 
concerned to clear up a Point wholly foreign to that, 
which alone I have undertook the Diſcuſſion of. | 
| And thus I have finiſhed my Diſpute with Him, con- 
| cerning the Authorities of the Fathers alledged in behalf 
I! of his Notion of Mutaal-Confcionſneſs, as that, where- 
in he places the Unity of the Divine Nature belonging to 
the Three Bleſſed Perſons, The Sum of which whole 
Diſpute is reſolved into this _ Queſtion, viz. In what 
the Fathers placed the Unity in Trinity ? And if they pla- 
ced it in the Sameneſs, or Unity of Nature, SubHance, or 
| Eſſence, (words applyed by them to this Subject at leaſt 
{| a Thouſand Times, and {fill uſed ro henifi one and the 
is fame Thing) then it is plain that they did not place it in 
l an Unity of Mutuel-Confciouſneſs. For, I fuppoſe, no 
Man (this Author himſelf not excepted) will ſay, Fhat 
Eſſence, or Subitance, and Mutual-Conſcionſneſs are Terms 
Synonymors, and of the ſame ſignification. And as the 
| whole Diſpute turns upon this fingle Queſtion ; ſo inthe 
[| management of it,'on my pazt, I have with t par- 
| eicularity gone over all the Proofs by which this Autho 
pretends to have evinced his Doctrine from the Fathers. 
The utmoſt of which Proofs amounts to this, That the 
Fathers proved an Unity of Nature in the Devine Perſons, 
from the wia mipyas, the pic xirnoi Burnualge, and 
the Tegxywpross Common to them all: And moreover, 1 
I nr 5" illuſtrated the faid Unity - =n + hree Facul- 
it ties of t Ter , Memory, and Will being one 
| with the Soul which chey belonged to. And EW 
| t 
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That they reſolved the Unity of rhe Trinity into an Unit 
of Principle ; the Father being upon that account ſtyled, 
Principium & fons Deitatic,as Communicating the Divine 
Subſtance to the Sonand together with the Sox to the Holy 
Ghoſt. And what of all this, F pray ? Do all, or any of the 
 fore-mentioned Terms fignifie Mutua/-Conſcionſueſs ? 
Why, No: But'this Author with a »o» obftante both to 
the proper ſignification and common uſe of them all, by 
abſolute Prerogative declares them to mean Mutual-Corn- 
ſciouſusſs : And ſo his Point is proved, viz. That Mutwal- 
Conſciouſneſs is not only an Argument inferring the Unity of 
the Divine Nature in the Three Bleſſed Perſons, (whic 

et was all, that the Fathers uſed the fore-mentioned 
Terms for) but, (which is more) That it is that wery 
Thing wherein this Unity goes C on This, I fay, is a 
True, though a ſhort Account of all his Arguments upon 
this Sabje; and (according to my cuſtom) I refer it 
to the Judicious Reader, to judge impartially, whether 
it be not ſo, and withal to improve and carry on the a- 
foreſaid Arguments in his behalf to all further advantage 
that they may be Capable of, i | 

But in the iſſue, methinks the Author himſelf ſeems 

to review them with much lefs Confidence of their Puiſ- 
ſance, than when at firſt he produced them, For if we 
look back upon the Trumphant Flag hung out by him 
at his Extrance upon this part of his Work (the only 
proper time for him to Triumph in) and when he de- 
clared, That his Explication of the Trinity was the Conſtant 
Do&trine of the Fathers and the Schools, Page 101. Lines 
_ 24, 25. Who could have imagined but that he then fore- 
 faw, thathe ſhould prove his Point with all the ſtrength 

and evidence which his own Heart could defire? And 

et alas! Such, for the moſt part, is the vaſt diſtance 
Con Promiſes and Performances, that we have him 
| Pi 2 bringing 
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bringing up the Rear of all with this ſneaking Conclu-- 
ſion, Page 138. Line 22, &c. It muſt be confeſſed, (lays 
he)- That the Ancient Fathers did not expreſs their ſence in 
the ſame.Terms that I have done. But F leave it to any In- 
different and Impartial Reader, whether they ds not ſeem 
to have intended the ſame Explication which Thave given of 
this Venerable Myſtery. "Theſe are his words; and: F do' 
very particularly recommend them to the Reader, as de- 
ſerving his peculiar Notice. For is this now the Upſhot 
and Reſult of ſo daring a Boaſt, and ſo confident.an Un- 
dertaking, to prove his Opinion.the Conſtant Dottrine of 
the Fathers ? viz. That though the Fathers ſpeak not one 
word of it ; nay, though they knew not how to expreſs them- 
ſelves about it, Page T25. Line 18. . Yet-that to an Indif- 
ferent Reader: (and a very indifferent one indeed he muſt 
needs be in the worſt ſence) they may. jeersro intend: the 
ſame Explication he had. given of it ?. So. that the Sum of 
his whole Proofand Argument amounts to this and no 
more, viz.. That to ſome Perſons videtur quod ſic, and 
to others, widetar quod.vou. For ſee, how low he finks 
in the iſſue. Firſt of all from the Fathers poſitive ſaying; 
or-holding what-he does, it is brought down to their 1-- 
tending 1t ; and from their Intending it, it falls at laſt ro 
their ſeeming. to Intend it ; and that 1sall. And now, is 
not this a worthy Proof of ſo higha Point? And may it 
not juſtly ſubject this Author to the ſame Sarcaſtical Irony 
which he paſſed upon his - Socizian Adverſary ? Page 92. 
Line 17, &c. Right, wery- Right, Sir, 4, plain Demon- 
ration ! | 
# But ſtill there is one :half- of his Promiſe to be yet ac- 
counted for, viz.. The proving his Opinion to have been the 
conſt ant Dottrine of the-Schools... And how does he acquit. 
himſelf. as to this? Why, in a-very extraordinary man- 
ner.too.. For, firſt,. inſtead. of alledging the Authority, 
2 of. 
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of the School-men, he tells us, Page 138. That they are of 
no. Authority at all, but as they fall in with the Fathers. And 
withal, That inſtead of doing ſo, They «ſe to mitake, 
and clog oP” of the Fathers with ſome peculiar Niceties 
and Diſtinttions of their own. And that, the Truth is, the 
vain Endeavours of reducing this Myitery to Terms of Art, 
ſuch as Nature, Eſſence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Hypoſtaſis, 
Perſon, and the like, (which (he ſays) ſome of the Fa- 
thers uſed in a very arfferent ſence from each other) have 
wholly confounded this Myſtery. 

And'here I cannot. but deſire the Reader to judge, 
whether this be not a new and wonderful way of procu- 
ring Credit to an Hypotheſis, upon the ſcore of its being 
the conftant Dodrine of the Schools, by telling the World 
(as this Man here does). that the Schoo/-men are a Com- 
pany of Impertinent Fellows, of little or no Authority in 
themſelves,. and who have by their uſeleſs abſurd: Nice- 
ties, confounded this whole Myſtery ? For if they are 
of-no Authority but what they derive from the Fathers, 
(as heavers) why does he quote them upon the ſame le- 
vel with the Fathers,. and plead them both as zwo d:;/tin6t 
Authorities ? And if they do:nothing but pervert and 
confound this Myſtery, why, ;nflinSick alledging rhem, 
does he.not earneſtly caution his Reader againſt them, 
and diſwade him from having any-Thing to do with 
their dangerous and abſurd Writings ? This certainly is 
a way of proving a Point by Teſtimony and Authority, 10 
beyond all Example ridiculous, that unleſs the Reader 
will vouchſafe to read theſe Paſſages in the Author him- 
ſelf, and ſo take his Conviction | his own Eyes, I 


can hardly blame him, if he refuſes to believe my bare © 


Affirmation in a Thing ſo Incredible: 

- As for the. Terms Eſſezce, Subftance, Subſitence, Per- 

fon, and. the like, . which he {0 explodes, I hope I have 
given - 


Animadverſtons, &C. | 


given:my Reader a fatisfactory Account both of their 
Uſefulneſs, and of the uſeleſneſs of ſuch as this Author 
would Subſtitute in their room, in Chap. 2. at large, to 
which TI refer him. And whereas he ſays, Page 139. 
Line 25. &c. That the Deity s above Nature, and above 
Terms of Art ; and that there is nothing like this Myſterious 
Diſtinttion aud Unity ; and therefore, no wonder, if" we 
want proper words to expreſs it by ; at leaſt,” that ſuch Names 
4s frenifie the Diſt inition and Unity of Creatures, ſhould not 
reach it, If by all this he means, That there are no 
Terms of Art Comprehenſive, and fully expreſſive of 
the Divine Nature, and the My#erious Diſtinftion and U- 
zity of the Perſons belegpng to it, none that I know of 
thinks otherwiſe. . But if he means that no Terms of 
Art can beof any uſe to aid us in our —_— imper- 
fe&t Conceptions of thoſe great Things, fo as thereby 
we may conceive of them in ſome better degree, and 
clearer manner, than we could without ſuch Terms, 
pray then, of what uſe are his Se/f-Conſciouſneſs and 
pn Ga agone in this Matter ? For I ſuppoſe he 
will allow theſe to be Terms of Art too ; and ſuch (Iam 
ſure) as he has promiſed the World no ſmall Wonders 
from. But if hewill allow any Uſefulneſs in thoſe two 
Terms of Art (of his own Inventing) towards our better 
Apprehenſion of the Divine Nature and Perſons, the - 
{ame and greater has the conſtant uſe of all Charch-W:- 
#ers proved tO be in the Terms Eſſexce, Subſtance, Flypo- 
ſtaſis, Perſon, 8&c. as the propereſt and moſt ſignificant, 
the fitteſt and moſt accommodate to help and methodize 
Men's Thoughts in diſcourfing of God, and Immateria/ 
- Beings, of all or any other Terms of Art, which the Wit 
of Man ever yet inyented, or pitched upon for that pur- 
poſe. And I hope, the known avowed uſe and experi- 
ence of ſuch great Men, and thoſe in ſo great a number, 

is 
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1s an abundant overpoiſe to the contrary Affirmation of 


this, or any other Novel Author whatſoever. 

But all this (it ſeems) he endeavours to overthrow 
and daſh with Three Terrible Confounding Queſtions, 
Page 139. Lines 22, 23, &c. Which yet I can by no 
means think ſo very formidable, but that they may be 
very ſafely Encountered, and fairly Anſwered too. 


, 

.Qu. r. What (fays our Author) #s the SubHance, or 
Natare of God ? 

I Anſwer. It is a Beixg exiſting of, and by it ſelf, In- 
corporeal, Infinite, Eternal, Omniſcient, Omaipotent, 


&c 


Namerical SubFance ? 

I Anſwer. Every whit as well as they can be ſaid to 
' have but one Numerical Godhead, or Divine Nature ; or 
as they can have one Numerical Matual-Conſciouſneſs com- 

mon to _—_— ry IO | 
u. 2. What us the Diſtinfion between Eſſence, and Per- 

Po +. and Subſiſtence 4 _ 
IT Anſwer. The fame, that is between a Thing, or 
Being, and the Modes of it. And he, who neither knows, 
nor admits of a-difference between theſe, is much fitter 
- to go to-School himſelf, than to ſit and paſs judgment 
upon the Schoo/-mex. And as for the Terms Subſyftence 
and Perſonality, they import the laſt and utmoſt Com- 
pletion of the Exiſtence of Things, by vertue whereof, 
they exiſt by themſelves ſo, as neither to be Supported 
by, nor Communicable to any Subject. Of which Two 
Modes, Perfonality belongs only to Intelligent Beings, but 
Sabſiſtence to all others, to whom the aforeſaid Defini- 
| tion does agree. And this is the True, Proper Dif- 
ference and Diſtinction beeween theſe Two. = 

| [8 


Qu. 2. Flow can Three diſtinft Perſons have but One 
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By Author may take 'Notice of it, if he plea- 
ES. 

However, having thus anſwered his Queſtions (tho? 
to what purpoſe he propoſed them, I cannot imagine) 
yet that he may ſee how ambitious I am. to follow his 
great Example, I ſhall, inrequital of his Three Queſti- 
ons, propole theſe Four to him : As 

Firſt, Since in Page 139. he affirms the Deity to be a- 
bove Nature, and all Terms of Art ; ſo that we want proper 
Words and Names to expreſs the Diſtinition and Unity of the 
Divine Perſons by, and that ſuch, as ſignifie the Diſtinition 
and Unity of Creatures, cannot reachit, T deſire to know 
of him upon what ground of Reaſon it is, That ſpeak- 
ing of this ſame Myſterious Unity and Diſtinition in Page 
106. Lines 11, 12, &c. He ſays, That the Fathers uſed 
ſeveral Examples, and alluded to ſeveral kinds of Union, 
thereby to form an. adequate Notion of the Unity of the God- 
head? For if the Deity be ſo far above Natare and all 
Terms of Art, that there is an utter want of words, or 
Names to expreſs. the Unity of it by, How could any Ex- 
amples, or Alluſions drawn from Nature (though never ſo 
many) form in us a» Adequate Notion thereof ? Hitherto 
both Divines and Philoſophers have judged the Divine 
Nature abſolutely Incomprehenſible by any Adequate, or 
| Complete Conception of it. And for my own part, I ac- 
count the Unity of it in Trinity, much leſs capable of ha- 
ving an Adequate Notion formed of it, than the Deir 
conſidered barely in it ſelf is, and conſequently that it 1s' 
as muchas Humane Reaſon can reach to, to have a-true 
and certaiz Notion of it, though very Imperfect and Ina- 
dequate. Butas for an Adequate Notion of the Unity of the 
Godhead in Three Divine Perſons, if this Author can form 
ro himſelf ſuch an one, let him enjoy it as a Priviledge 
peculiar to himſelf, and not obtainable by any ue 
Morta 


;T exams E 
ICs, 4s" # 


neither 


ving ſo 


ſerve only to obſcure and confound Men's Notions: of God ? 
And whether he accounts ſuch Terms,as ſerve only thus 
to foes Men's Thoughts and Notions about the Godhead, 
and the Unzty thereof, the fitt 


often, and To poſitively declar 


G 8g 


Cap yrs VII. 22.5 


Mottal\Manwhatſoever. -'And-this is not the firſt In- 
ſtance, of bis miſrepreſenting the Fathers. oa RD 
Secondly, Porens this —_ in the __ on of 
Pageiax3$,- andthe beginning of 'Page 1 39. explodes the C 
ns Elkin e Subtetce;" Siem Hypoſtaſis, Perſon, 4 
4 uſeleſs Niceties,: and ſerving only to confound the' My- 
ftery of the Trinity ; and yet nevertheleſs in Lize 12, &«. 
of Page 139. acknowledges, That theſe very Terms were 
found out and mage uſe of* to: encounter the Hereſie of Sabelli- 
* us, "Wwho-had turned" this Sacred Myftery into a Trinity 
of . Names,.\Qr;-at moſt, -of Offices'; I'defire to know of 
him, . what-greater Proof he could have given of the ex- 
ceeding Uſefulneſs and Importance of theſe 'Terms, than 
by.thus deriving the Invention and Uſe of them from 
ſuch an..Occaſion ? And eſpecially when, notwithſtand- 
ing - ab the Curious Examination ſince paſſed upon them, 
—_— (he ſays) they were found in ſome reſpect or other 
_ defeetive(as what Terms are not whenapplyed to God?) 
experience yet ſhews, that _ have maintained their 
Ule and Credit from that Age a 
Certainly it. is a great -Unhappineſs, when a Man can 
A. in Writing, nor yet know when he Writes 
for a Thing, and when againft it. 
Thirdly, I defire to know of 
in the very ſame place, v:z. Page 130. 1nwhich he pro- 
feſles to explain an Unity in Trinity by an. Unity of Princi- 
ple, he does well to tell us in Lize tg. of the-faid Page, 
That there is nothing but Eſſence and Subſtance in God, ha- 


along'to this very Day. 


this Author, whether 


eſt to explain the Unity of 


, That theſe Terms 


the 
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| the fol Goals, raked herb Ding Perſons? 
Which is the Thing there promiled and underraken by" 
Han, | 
Fourrhly, and Laſtly, Sincethis Author has condemn- : 
— — m_ _— oh oleſ h 
to ov/care-a IND: © Do-- 
Gone of the Trinty, fare auger him, whyhe 
_ tells us at the cloſe of Page 139. That he does wor think 
it. in le (which is only a . Figwe: called, a y clade, 
fignifyingy -that it is' very pofſible-anu exſie Jaroghus 4 Toole 
rable Acvoant of the ſas Schook-Terms and*DiStini#ions? 
For ſince by a T o/erable he muſt mean (if he. means any” 
Thing to = Purpoſe) ſuch an Acconnt of thern, as ſhews 
them to have a Rational ſence and meming wniler them, 1. 
deſire him ro tell me whether every Rational Sente is not 
(as ſuch) alſd a Trae one? And if True, - whether one” 
1rath can any more obſcure, perplex, and confound, than. 
it can: Comtraditt another Tr ka being invincibly- 
evident, as to the:Negative, L deſire this Author in the- 
laſt place to tell me; whether it does, or can become a 
Man Conſiſtent” with himſelf; to paſs ſo Reproachful'a- 
Character upoa the Terms of the Schools, in the. begin-- 
ning of Page 139, and afterwards to give fo contrary 
_ andcommendatory an Account of tho aid 'Terms-in-the - 
latter:end of-the very ſame = 
I hope the.Reader will be p to take this Nota-- 
ble Inſtance alfo of this Author's Conſiſtency with him- 
{elf- (fo far- as Seif-Contradibzor may be. ſocalled) into- 
us Confideration... 
Aad-{o theſe are the For Queitions, or eries; which 
Fwould have hunrefolve me; or rather the World, in ;- 
= am-{ure it concerns Him-and. his: Credit, i to- 
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1» Having 'thus followed this Author both in his Reaſon- 


Mn monge found him-equallyImpertinent in 
bucky I mult again defire'my Reader to i with me in 
ad 


| noted, with what a daring Aſſurance he vouched 
his New Opinion for the conitant Dottrine both of the Fa- 
thers and the Schools, Page 101. Line 24. Fc. After 
which Peremptory Aﬀeveration, who could have ex- 
peQted, but that he would have appeared in the Head of 
Thirty, or Twenty Fathers at leaſt (Greek and Latiz 
together) to have reſcued his beloy NO from 
the Imputationand Charge and Novelty,which he ſeems 
ſodeſirous to'Ward off? P. 100. L. 22. And that befides 
Gr. Nyſſen, Athanaſius, Maximum, Nazianzen, Damaſcen 
-(and theſe for the moſt part quoted upon an Account 
not at all relating to -his Fhporbeſis) and St. Cyrill, (who 
is not ſo-much as Quoted, but only Named } we ſhould 
have had Juſtin Martyr, Ireneus, Origen, Clemens Alex- 
.andrinus, St. Baſil, Theodoret, Epiphanizs, with ſeveral 
more,all alledged in his behalf ? And amongft the Latins 
that we ſhould beſides St. Auſtin, whom alone he quotes, 
and St. Ambroſe, whom he only mentions ahout the cgs- 
otoy, Paze 107. Line 10. have heard alſo of Tetablias, 
Lattantins, St. Cyprian, St. Jerome, and St. Hilary, with 
a great many others? And then laſtly for the Schoo#- 
es, whocould have expetted fewer of them alſo, than 
Ten, or 'Fwenty ? And that we ſhould have ſeen A4lexan- 
der Alenſis (the firſt who:-Commented upon the Oracle) 
with Durandus, Aquinas, Scotus, Major. Biel, Soto, Va- 
ſquez, Cajetan, Gr. de Valentia, Eftins, and many more 
of the Scholaſtick Tribe, all drawn forth in Rank and 
File, to have fought his Battels ? But when after all, 
none but poor Peter Lombard comes forth like a Doxghty 
Captain, with none to follow him, this methinks looks 
| G g 2 more 
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miring the ſtrange- Confidence of the 'Man. TI have al-_ 
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more like the Deſpair of a Cauſe, than the-Defence of 
it. For though our Author: calls Peter. Lombard the 0+ 
racle of the Schools, and all know. 'his Sentences t9- be 
the Text which the School-men undertake to Explain and 
Comment upon : Yet Experience has told us, [hat the 
Reſponſes of this Oracle _ well.as of thole heretofore) 
are often found very Dxbions and Ambignuoms.\ Witneſs 
Thomas and his Followers expounding them one way, 


and Scorus and his Diſciples underſtanding: them ano- 


ther ; and ſeveral, (amongſt whom: Daranas and Greg. 
Ariminenſis) going a different-way from both. - ;So: that 
ſometimes there is but roo much-need of a, good Interpre- 
ter to fix the ſence of this Oracle, (as great a;Veneration 
as the Schools may have for him... And: therefore ſince 
his Text is not always ſo very plain aridieafie as to make 
an Explication of it ſuperfluous, this Author having 
quoted Peter Lombard in ſuch, or fuch a fence, -ought-in 
all Reaſon to have* produced the Major and: more emi- 
nent part of the School--7ex and Writers upon, him, and 
ſhewn their Unanimous Concurrence:in the ſame Sence 
and Notion, which he took him in,.'andiquoted him for; 
And this indeed, would. have been to:his.:Purpuſe,” and 
look'd like proving his Opinion to-bave been the Dottrine 
of the Schools. Otherwiſe I cannot ſee how the Mater of 
the Sentences can be called, or paſs for all the School-mez, 
any more than the Maſter of the Temple can paſsfor.all the 
Divines of the Church of England. - Unleſs we ſhould 
imagine, that this'Peter Lombard had by a kind of. My- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs gathered all his Numerous Brood into 
Himſelf, and fo. United them. all into .one_ Author. So 
that the Sum of all is this, [That this'Author, having 
declared his Opinion, rhe conftant Dotirine both of the 
Fathers and the Schools, to make his words good, has 
produced for it. Three or Four Greek Fathers, and þ WO, 
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Latin (though even theſe no more to his purpoſe than if 
he had quoted Dod and Cleaver, or toy 0 arypeapouer@c, 
out of Homer } and laſtly, Oze Sentence out of oe School- 
»ay, Which if it be allowed to paſs for a good, juſt, 
and ſufficient Proof of any Controverted Concluſion, let 

it for the future, by all means, for this our Author's fake, 
be an Eſtabliſhed Rule in Logick from a Particufar, to 
infer an Univerſal. | 
And now that I am bringing my Reader towards a 
cloſ>of this long Chapter, I mutt deſire. him to look a 

| little back towards the beginning of the foregoing Chap- 
ter, wherein, upon this Man's Confident Affirmation, 
That his Opinion was the Conſtant Dof@rine both of' the Fa- 
thers and the Schools, T thought it neceflary to ftate what 
his Opinion was, and accordingly I ſhew?d, that it Con- 
ſiſted of Four Heads. 
iſt. That the Three Per ſons of the Bleſſed Trinity were 
Three diſtin## Infinite Mizas, or Spirits; which how far 
he was from being able to prove from the Authority of - 
any of the Fathers cited by him, - was ſufficiently ſhewn 
by us 1n the preceding Chapter. The  _ 
2d. Was, That Self-Conſciouſneſs was the formal Reaſon 
of ' Perſonality in the ſaid Three Perſons, and conſequently 
That, whereby they were diſtinguiſhed from each other ; which 
(in the ſame Chapter) I ſhew*d he was ſo far from pro- 
ving from the Authority of thoſe -Azcient Writers, that 
he did not alledge one Tittle out of any of them for it, 
nor indeed fo much as mention it in any of the Quotati- 
ons there made by him. And as for the 
_ 3d. Member of his ſaid Hypotheſis, viz. That the Unity 
of the Divine Nature in the Three Bleſſed Perſons, Conſt- 


| fted in the Mutual-Conſcioufneſs belonging tv them, This 
we have Examined at large, and Confuted in this Chap-- 


| | ter. But ſtill there remains the 
| | | ath. And. 


po ZO 


Animadverfrons, 8c. - 


4th. And laſt to be ſpoken to, as completeing his 
whole Hypotheſis, and reſulting, ” dire& "Confſe- 
quence, from the other Three, viz. That a Trinity in 


| Unity, and Unity in Trinity, explained by the Three fore- 


mentioned Terms, or Principles, is a very plain, eaſie, and 
Intelligible Notion ; which having been in a moſt Confi- - 
dent, Peremptory manner, affirmed by him all long, 
(as I ſhew in Chap. 1.) and upon that Score, making ſo 
reat a part of his Zhporheſis, ought in all reaſon to be 
proved to have been the Sence and Doctrine of the 
Fathers concerning this Article.But not one word does he 
produce upon this Head neither. Nor, for my own 
part, do T-expe&ever to find the leaſt Sentence or Sylable 
m any Azxciext Writer tending this way. And I chal- 
py this Author to-produce ſo much as one to this pur- 
ole. 
T Is the mean time, how, and with what kind of words 
I find theſe Ancient Writers expreſſing themſelves about 
this Venerable Myſtery, I ſhall here ſet down. Only I 
ſhall premiſe a Sentence or two out of this Author him- 
ſelf; and which I have had occaſion to quote more than 
once before, from Page 106. Line 7. viz. That the Unity 
in Trinity being (as he confeſſes) f- great eMyitery, that 
we have no Example of it in Natare, it is no wonder if it 
cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Union ; and 
that therefore it was neceſſary to uſe ſeveral Examples, and 
to allude to ſeveral Kjnds of Union, to form an Adequate . 
Notion of the Godhead, and moreover, Page 139. 
Line 26. &c. That there wc nothing like this My5terions 
Di#inition and Unity, and that we want proper words to ex- 


eſs it by. 


» All which Paſſages lying clear, open, and expreſs in 


the fore-cited places of this Author, T muſt needs ask 


him, Whether all theſe are uſed by Him to prove rhe 
Unity 
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Vsity in Trinity a plain eaſie and Intelligible Notion, as he 
has frequently elſewhere aſferted it to be ? As, to go 
over each of the Particulars ; 

Firſt, Whether we muſt account it P/aiz, becauſe he 
ſays, It # a Great Myſtery, of which we have no Example 
in Natmre? And | 

Secondly, Whether we muſt reckon it eaſje, becauſe he 
ſays, That it cannot be Explained by any one kind of Natu- 
ral Union , but that ſeveral Examples muft be uſed, and c- 
veral fm of Union alluded to for this purpoſe? And 

Laitly, Whether it muſt pals for Iztel/igible, becauſe 
he tells us, That we wart proper words to expreſs it by, that 
is, in other Terms, to make it Iztelligible ? ſince to ex- 

preſs a Thing, and to make it Intelligible, T take to be _ 
Terms equivalent. 

In fine, I here appeal to the Reader, Whether we 
ought from the forementioned Paſſages of this Author, 
to take the. Unity in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity for a* 
plain, eafie, Imtelligible Notion, according to the ſame 
Author's affirmation ſo frequently inculcated in {o many 
Parts of his Book ? | 

But F ſhall now proceed to ſhew, (as-I promiſed) 
how the. Fathers ſpeak and declare themfelves up- 
on this great Point. And - 


here we will begin firſt 


with Juſftis Martyr. A Sin- 


> onlarity, or Unity (lays he) 
* enldthed bp 5s, ads Tri 
nity in Unity © acknowledged, 
X yep how it is thus, 1 __ 


willing to' ack others, nor can I 
perſwade my felf, with my Mad- 


dy Tongue and Pollutes Fleſh, 


Moras &s Teh yoerrry, E 26: 
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'Onygropics i867 Techs. Ineffable Matters. And again, 
zpprrTO:R 6 AvyO. FJuſtin. _—_— of the Ocronomy of the 
Mart, ibid. p. 381, Bleſſed Trinity, 'The Nature and 
| | | Manner (lays he) of this Oeco- 
aomy is unutterable, And yet again, ſpeaking of. this 
Myſterious Oeconomy of the Deity and the'Trinity,: asone 

| of the greateſt' M/terries of the 

Avarealu '® Yung, on Chriſtian Faith: I cry out (lays 
VP roy, Wah Aggov, ap ag- he) O wonderful! For that the 
munmbv © xligns pvorws Ta ne Principles and Articles of our Re- 
nea. Juſtin, Mart ibid. p.z387, ligion” ſurpaſs, and tranſcend the 
386, Underſtanding, Reaſon, and. Com- 
prehenſion wg 4 Created Nature, 

Jer. VaprnO. C wpH6. In the next place, Dionyſius the 
Dienyſinuc Areopagita in Myſtics Areopagite (or ſome very Anci- 
Theologta, cap. 1. pag. 271. ent Writer under that. Name) 
Pariſ. Edit. 1615. calls -it the Tranſcendent, ' Su- 
| | pereſſential, and Superlatively 

"Appuos: ms x angmaAnrIe Divine Trinity. In like manner 
&y TvmIs wameagpueereny © 1 Gregory Nyſſen, ' We apprehend 
PUTCLI | @ n Acres, &c. ( ſays he ) in theſe (VIZ. e Three - 
Greg. Nyſſen. Pag.465. Tom.2. Divine Perſons) 4 certain Inex- 


Edit, Pariſienſ, 1615. preſſible, Inconceivable Unity- (or 


Communication) and Diſtinii- 

..0n, &c. St, Baſilalſo, Writing againſt ſuch as- would 
derogate from the Equality. of the Divine Perſons, 

: ; ſpeaks of the Tr/nity thus , 

"H 93 axorh mug mh appro, Either let theſe InexpreſſibleThings - 

n cucrhds ertueiow mo ya. be ſilently Reverenced, or Religi- 
Baſilins libro de SpirituSanttoad ouſly and pm Repreſented. 


E:- Amphilochium, cap. 18. p. 332. And again,jin aD courſe againſt 


Tom. 2. Eat. Pariſ. 1637. ſuch as uſed Contumelious 
Words of the Trinity, ſpeaking 

there of the Holy Gho#t as Eſſentially one with the _ 

ther 


ther and theSoz,he ſays, The Inti- 
mate Conjunttion between him and 
them is hereby declaredfwiz.by the 
Scripture there quoted by him, 
and applyed to them) but the 
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AB, © 
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Ineffable Manner of his Subſistence hereby Inviolably preſer- 
ved, So that ſtill (we ſee) with this Father the Oecomo- 
»j-of the Three - Divine . Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, 
is a Thing Izeffable, and above all Deſcription, or Ex- 


preſſion. Nazzanzezn allo ſpeaks 
of the Trinity under theſe Epi- 
thetes,ſtyling it the Adorable T 71> 


nity, Abowe, and before the 
World, -before all Time, of 


the ſame Majeſty, of the ſame 
Glory, Increate, and Inviſible, 
above-our Reach, and Incom- 
prehenſible. And the ſame E- 


Tex wegoxwnn, Wwabryo* 
waOe , ougyenrOr, out. , 
VaprenO., mk, coexl®, 
Avaqrs, a=Ru\nalOs.' Greg. Nas 
z1anzen. Oratione 12. P. 204. 
Eaitian. .Pariſienſ. Anno Dom. 
1630. f. 


pithetes are given it by MNicephorus Patriarch of 
Conitantinople, in the Acts of the Council of Epheſus, 


declaring the Triziry to be of 
One and the ſame Efſence, 
Tranſcendent in its Subſtance, 
Inviſible, and Tnconceivable, 
And Laſtly, Exzlogias, Arch- 
biſhop of Alexanaria, ſets it 
forth thus. We divide not 
(ſays he) what is but One, we 
part not the Singularity, nor di- 
ſtrait the Unity ; put ſo Aﬀſert this 


Tex ougenO., waproiO!, co- 
exl@yay Gann Nicephorus 
Cqnſtantinopolitanus in Adtis Sy- 
0a; Epheſine, Pag. 307. Edi- 
tions Commeliane 1591. 

'Ou & ey Sai & 7 pared 
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Unity, 
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Unity, in an Eternal Singularity, as to aſcribe the ſame tg 
Three diſtint# Hypoſtaſes ; by no means lubjeiting things a 
bove our Underſtan ing, to Fiumay: PEA OR22'S « BOY by AR 
Owver-carious Search undervalairg Tings jc #254; above all 


Search, or Diſcovery. 


Having given this Specimen of what the Greet Fathers 
and Writers thought and ſpoke of the 7rizity, let us 


Trinitatis Myſterium eft im- 
menſum,& Incomprehenſibile, 
extra ſignificantiam ſermonis, 
- extra ſensiis intentionem, Irh- 
perſ{picabile, Lumen occzcat, 
[nteligentiz Capacitatem ex- 
cedit., Ego neſcio ; ſed conſo- 
- Tabor me tamen : Angeli ne- 
{ciunt, ſxcula non tenent, A- 
poſtolus non interrogavit, Fi- 
lius ipſe non edidit. Cefſlet er- 


go dolor querelarum, &c. Sax- 


ans Hilarins Libro ſecundo de 
Trinitate.. 


Abſque' ullo Principio aut 
ne credenda eſt SanCttz Tri- 


aitatis Divinitas. Licet huma-. 


nz fit menti ipſa comprehenſi- 
ene diffcilis. 'Unde non incon- 


grue dicitur quod hoc {olum ex. 


e2 comprehendimus, quia pror- 


now pals to the Latizes. And a- 
mongſt theſe, wehavein the firſt 
place, St. Hilary expreſſing him- 
ſelf thus. The Myſtery of the 

Trinity i Immenſe and Incompre- 
benſible, not to be expreſs'd by 

Words, nor reach*d by Sence, Im-- 
perceivable, it blinds our Sight, it 
exceeds the Capacity of our Under- 
ſtanding. I underſtand it not. 
Nevertheleſs, I will comfort my 
ſelf in this, That neither do the 

Angels know it,, nor Ages appre- 
hend it, nor have the Apoſtles en- 

quired of it,. nor the Son himſelf 
declared it. Let us therefore leave 
off complaining, &C. 

After him,let us hear St. Am- 
broſe,. The Divinity of the Holy 
Trinity (ſays he) is.to be believed 

us to be without beginning or 
end; albeit, hardly poſſible to be 
comprehended by the Mind of Man. 


tus. comprehendi non poteſt. Ambroſius Trait in Symbolum Apoſto- 


licum.. 'Tom..4. p. 43-.col. 1. Edit.-Colon. 1616. 


Upon: 
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Upon which Account it may benot improperly ſaid con- 
cerning it, That we comprehend this only of it, That 
( -in truth it cannot'be comprehended. 


To St. Ambroſe ſucceeds In i114 Trinitate, Trinitas eſt 


St. Auftin, In this Trinity (lays | » . 
unus Deus, quod ſane eſt mira- 
this Learned Father) 5 bu Onc biliter ineffablle vel ineffabili- 


God, which is indeed wonderfully * Ine! Tab 
unſpeakable, and unſpeakably won- Ty ; {Wits Aug. de Trinitate 


aerful. | 

To the ſame purpoſe Falgen- Sola (quantum arbitror) im- 
tins. So far as Tcan judge, only mutabilis illa ſempiternitas Tri- 
the Eternal and Unchangeable nitatis reperietur Incomprehen- 
Trinity ought to be looked upon by ibilitatis digna miraculo,que ſic 
@s, as worthy to be eſteemed Incom- excedit omne quod cogitare vel 
prehenſibly Miraculous; and as ſapere poſſumus, ſicut ſuperat 
much exceeding all that we can omne quod ſumus. Falgentius ad 
think or imagine of it, as it ſar- Throforundin then Slang I. 
mounts all that we are. . 

After him we ſhall produce Hormiſda Biſhop of 
Rome, in a Tetter to Juftinian the Emperour, about 
the beginning of the Sixth 


2299 


Century, ſpeaking thus. The 
Holy Trinity (ſays A ) 2s but One, 
It is not multiplyed by Number, 
or grows by any Addition, or 
Encreaſe : Nor can it either be 
comprehended by our Underitand- 
3797, 10r inreſpect of its Divini- 
ty be at all Divided. And a lit- 
tle after. Let us Worſhip Father, 
Sox, and Holy Ghoſt, 4 


Unum eſt Santa 'Trinitas, 
non multiplicatur Numero, non 
creſcit Augmento ; nec poteſt 
aut Intell;genti4 comprehend, 
aut hoc quod Deus eſt diſcretio- 
ne ſejungi. Ac paulo poſt. Ado- 
remus Patrem & Filium 8& Spi- 
ritum SanEtum Indiſtinctum di- 
ſtincte Incomprehenſibilem & 


;/tinft in inenarrabilem ſubſtantiam *Þri- 


nitatis. Atque iterum, Mag- 


num eſt ſanQz 8& incomprehenſibile Myſterium Trinitatis,Crabv. 


.Concil. Tom. 1, Pag. 1034, 1035. 
"ML 


themſelves, 
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themſelves,but with one indiſtinit Worſhip, That is to ſay, 
'The Incomprehenſible and Unutterable Subſtance of. the T ri- 
nity. And preſently again,..Great- and Incomprenſible is 
the Myitery of the Holy Trinity, 
In- the laſt: place St. Bernard 
Fidenterdixerim=ternambe- delivers himſelf upon the ſame 
atamqu? Trinitatem, quam non Subjett thus. . I confidently affirm 
- intelligo, credo, & fide teneo, (lays he) 7hat- the. Eternal. and 
quod non capio mente,* Bernar- Bleſſed Trinity, which T do not un- 
aus Sermone 76. ſuper Cantic:s derſiand, T do yet believe,aud em- 
brace with-my Faith,- what I can- 
not- comprehend with my Mind. 
I have here, as I ſaid, given a. Specimen of what the 
Ancient Writers of the. Church, both Greek and” Latin, 
thought and ſaid of the _..'-ſſed Trinity,and it is, I confeſs, 
but. a Specimen ; ſince I think that enough for an Uni- 
verſally acknowledged, and never before contradicted 
Propoſition : Whereas, had it but in the.leaſt ſeemed a 
Novelty,- (as this Author's Hypotheſes not only ſeems, but 
unqueſtionably #) I ſhould have Aug my ſelf obliged 
to have brought as many Quotations for it from Antiqui- 
ty, as would have filled a much larger Book than I in- 
tend this ſhall be... | 
But-as for thoſe which IT have here produced, I do ſo- 
lemnly appeal to any Man living, Chriſtiaz, or not Chri- 
ſtiav (who does but underſtand. theſe Languages) whe- 
ther the-Fathers now Quoted:by me (andall the reſt up- | 
on the ſame . SubjeEt ſpeak .agreeably to them). looked 
upon Trinity in Unity, and Unity in Trinity, as-a Plain, 
Eaſie, aud Intelligible Notion ? So.that. if the Judgment 
F of the Fathers, and of this Author, be in this point oe 
and the./ame, it muſt unavoidably follow, That either - 
the. Fathers have not. yer declared their Judgment -and 
DbvQrine,. or that this Author has.not yet declared his : : 
Since: - 


CuarTteRr VII. 


Since ſo much as has been declared on the one ſide, is a 
dire& and groſs Contradition to what has been Aﬀerted 
on the other. 
And moreover the fore-alledged Teſtimonies of the 
Fathers are ſuch, that we are not put to draw -what we 
contend for, by remote, far fetched Conſequences from - 
them, but it lies plain, open, and manifeſt in them ; in 
words too clear and full ro be denyed, and too convin- 
cing to be evaded. So that we- are ſure both of their 
Words and Expreflions, and of the common ſence of all 
Mankind to expound and underſtand them by. And will 
this bold over-bearing Man, after all this, Claim their 
meaning to be the ſame with his * What his meaning is, he 
has told us forty times over, viz. That Unity in Trinity, 
&c. is ſo far from-being an Unintelligible Notion, that it 
is not ſo much as difficult, how much ſoever the dull mi- 
_— World has for near 1700 Years thought other- 
wile. . 

And now if this be the True Account and ſtate of this 
Matter, that when the Fathers ſay of the ew, or 
Trinity, that it is appn|@ enaGam@O, agony 
Rin, VapunO, wapSO, wp vor x VaÞ Agr, 
IP arbegmvres Aguouys C wap evprny : That 1s to ſay, In- 
effable, Inconceivable, Unintelligible, Incomprehenſible, and 
(if poſſible) tranſcending the very Notion of the Deity it 
ſelf, above all Humane Underſtanding and Reaſon, Diſcourſe 
and Scrutiny, I fay, if by all this, he can prove that 
the Fathers meant, That it was a very Plain,Eaſie,and Intel- 
kpible Notion (as, by affirming thar thoſe (who uſed all 
theſe Expreſſions) meant the ſame with himſelf, he does 
and muſt afrm ; or ſay, That they knew not their 
own meaning, or at leaſt were not able to expreſs ir, but 
1n words quite contrary to it ;) I muſt needs own the 
Fathers to have been not only Jeſs happy in expreſſing then- 

ſelves 
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ſebves about this Myſtery, than this Author (as with 
great Modeſty and Deference to them, he often tells us 
they were) but, which is yet much worſe, that the 

were the moſt wretchedly unhappy in wording their 
own Notions of all Men, who ever yer ſet Pen to Paper. 
And as for this Author, if Unutterable, Unconceivable 
and Unintelligible can paſs with him for Plain, Eee, and 
Tztelligible, 1t is high Time for me to leave off diſputing 


with him, and either to have no more to do with him , 
or, without any further demurr,to profeſs my ſelf as rea- 
dy to believe and grant Contradidtions, as he is, or can 
be, to Write them, 


—_ 
> T4 - 
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CHAP. VII. 


In which is ſet down the Ancient, an generally re- 
ceived Do@rine of the Church, concerning 
the Article of the Bleſſed Trinity, a# it is De- 
livered and Explained by Councils, Fathers, 

: School-men, and other later Divines ; toge- 

ther with a Vindication of the ſaid Do@rine 
ſo Explained from this Author's Excep- 
tions. . 


ſign of the Work undertook by me {which was 
only to Animadvert upon, and Confute this Author's 
Novel, Heterodox Notions about the Trinity) does, or 
can direQtly engage me to proceed any further ; or lay 
any Neceflity upon me to give a poſitive Account of the 
Do#&rine and Sence of the Charch about this great Ar- 
Zicle ; yet ſince this Author in aſſerting his own Opinion, 
could not be content to do it without reproaching and 
reflecting upon thoſe Arcient Terms, which the Church 
has been ſo bong in poſſeſſion of, and has ſtill thought fit 
to uſe in declaring it ſelf upon this Subject, (as if inſtead 
of Explaining, they ſerved only to perplex, obſcure, and 
confound it ) and ſince the Reaſonableneſs, or Unreaſon-- 
ableneſs of either Zhporheſis, is moſt likely to appear by 
fairly ſetting down one, as well as the other, and ſhew- 
je ing 


F [Hough I cannot think that the Nature and De- 
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ing what this Op:z/ator 1s gone off from, as well as what 
he is gone over to, I judge it neither improper, nor un- 
uſefolto repreſent what the Church has hitherto held 
and taught concerning this Important Artitle of the Tri- 
nity, as T find it in Councils, Confeſſions, . Fathers, School- 
zen, and other Charch-Writers, Ancient and Modern. 
And in this alſo T muſt be again content to entertain my 
Reader only with a Taſt, or Specimen out of ſo.vaſt a 
ſtore ; which yet I do, with very good Reaſon, judge 
both farispQory and ſufficient, -in a Point of Divinity 
Univerſally owned, received, and embraced ; and [un- 
leſs by ſuch as reject and deny the Trinity 1t ſelf ) never 
Impugned, or Contradicted before. 

Now the commonly received Dot#7rize .of : the Church 
and Schools, concerning the Bleſſed Trinity (ſo. far as T 
can judge, but ſtill with the humbleſt Sabmufſion to the 
Judgment of the Charch of Exgland in the Caſe) is this, 
That the Chriſtian Faith having laid this ſure Foundation, 
That there is but Oze God; and that there is*nothing (7.e. 
no Poſitive, Real Being,ſtridtly and properly ſo called) in 
_ God, but what is Goa,and laſtly, That therecanbe no Com- 
poſition in the Deity with any ſuch Poſer Real. Being di- 
Kin& from the Dezty it ſelf ; and yet the Charch finding in 
Scripture mentionof Three,to whom diſtinttly the Godhead 
does belong,it has by warrant of the ſame Scriprare, Heb. 

I,3. ——— theſe Three by the Name of Perſozs ; and 

ſtated their Perſonalities upon T hree diſtintt Modes of Subſi- 
ſtencealloted-toOxe and the fame Godbead,and theſe alſodi- 
ſtinguiſhed from one another by Three difintt Relations. 

Concerning which, we muſt obſerve, That albeit, ac- 
cording tothe Reality of the Thing, the Subſiſtence and 
Relation of each Perſon make but Oze Single Indiviſible 

Mode -of” Being, yet according to the Natural Order of 

.Conceiving Things, we muſt Conceive of the Sub/ifterce 
| as 
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as precedent to the Relation: Foraſmuch as Humane 
Reaſon conſiders Things ſimply as Szb{iting, before it 
can conſider them as Relative to one another. 

But for the further Explication of the Point before us, 
it will here be neceſſary to premiſe what is properly a 
Mode of Being. And this the School-Divines do not al- 
low to be either a Subſtance, or an Accident (which yer 
makes the adequate Diviſion of ' Real Beings ; ſince there 
isno ſuch Bezzg but what 1s contained under one of them) 
but a Mode is properly a certain Habitade of fome Being, 
Eſſence, or Thing, whereby the faid Eſſence, or Being 15 
determined to ſome particular State, or Condition , 
which, barely of it ſelf, it would not be determined to. 
And according to this account of it, a Mode in Things 
Spiritual and Immarerial ſeems to have much the like re- 
ference to ſuch kind of Bezzgs, that a Poſture has to a 
Body, to which it gives ſome difference, or diſtinQion, 
* without ſuperadding any. new Extity,. or Being to it. In 
a word, a Moat is not properly a Being, either Subſtaxce, 
or Accident, but a certain affection cleaving to it, and 
determining it from its common general Nature and indif- 
ference to ſomething more particular, as we have juſt 
now explained. As for Inftance, -in Created Beings, De- 
pendence is a Mode determining the general Nature of Be- 
zag to that particular State, or Condition, by vertue 
. 56k it proceeds from, and 1s ſupported by another ; 
and the like may be faid of Mutability, Preſence, Abſence, 
Inherence, Adherence, and ſuch like, viz. That they are 
not Beings, but Modes, or Afﬀedtions of Being, and inſe- 
parable trom it ſo far, that they can have no Exiſtence 
of their own, after a ſeparation, or diviſion from the 
Things, or Beizgs to which they do belong. 

And thus having explained, im General, what a Mode 
is, weare to know, That the Perſonalities, by which 
I 1 rhe 
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the Deity ſtands diverſified into Three diftintt Perſons, 
are by the Generality of Dyvines, both Ancient and Mo- 
dern, called and accounted Modes, or at leaſt ſomethin 
Analogous to them (ſince no one Thing can- agree both 
to God and the Creature, by a perfeCt Univocation.) And 
moreover, as every Mode Eſſentially includes in it the 
Thing, or Being of whuch it is the Moat, fo every Per- 
ſon of the Bleſſed Trinity, by vertue of its proper Mode 
of Subſiſtence, includes in it the Godhead it ſelf, and is 
properly the Godhead as ſubſiting with and under ſuch 4 
certain Mode, or Relation, * And this I affirm to be the 
Current Dotrine both of rhe Fathers and the Schools, 
concerning the Per/ors of the Bleſſed Trinity, and the 
conſtantly received Account y=—_ by them of a Divize 
Perſon, 10 far as they pretend to Explain what ſuch a 
Perſon is. | 

And accordingly, as thefe Relations are Three, and bur 
Three, ſo the Perſons of the Godhead, to whom they be- 
long, are fo too, viz. Father, Sox, and Holy Ghoſt. But 
then, we muſt obſerve alſo, That the Relations which 
the Godhead may ſuſtain, are of Two ſorts. 

1ſt, Extrinſecal, and founded upon ſome External 47 
ifluing from God ; of which ſort are the Relations of Cre- 
ator, —_— Governor, and the like, to the Things 
Created, Preſerved, and Governed by him. W hich, though 
they leave a real effect upon the Things themſelves, yer 
derive only an External Habitude, and denomination 
conſequent from it upon the Dezty it ſelf; The 

2d. Sort of Relation, 1s Ioerinkoal and founded upon 
thoſe Internal As, by which one Perſon produces ano- 
ther, or proceeds from another : For to produce and to 
proceed (whether by Generation, or Spiration) 1s that 
_ makes, or Conſtitutes a Plurality of Perſozs in the 
Godhead. | 
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From all which it foflows, That the Relation, by 
which God as a Creator, or Preſerver, reſpeQs his Crea- 
tures, 15s extremely different from that by which Godasa 
Father refpeAs by Sonu. The former adding only to 
the Deity an Extrinſecal denomination, but the latter lea- 
ving upon it an Iternal Incommunicable Charatter, Eſſentt- 
ally Infeparable from the Deity, So that although 1t may 
well enough be ſaid, That God might never have been a 
Creator, yet it cannot be faid of Him, That he might 
never have been 4 Father; the former being only an 
effect of his Will, but this latter the Neceſſary Reſult of 
Ins Narure. Fl 

Now thefe I»terna! A#s, upon which the Divine 
Relations are founded, and from which they flow, 
are, | 
Firft, That Eternal 4, by which the Father Com- 

municates his Divine Natare to the Sor, which accord- 
ingly is called Generation. ; 

And that by which the Sox receives his Divine Nature 
from the Father, which is called F:/iation. And 

Thirdly, The A of Spiration, by which the Father 
and the Sox together, eternally breath forth the Holy 
Spirit, And, 

Laſtly, The A# of Proceſſion, by which the Holy Ghoſt 
proceeds, and receives his Divine Notare, joyntly from 
them both. Theſe, I ſay, are thoſe Internal, Incommu- 
nicable and diſtinguiſhing Atts, from which the Perſonal 
Relations belonging to the Three Divine Perſons are de- 
rived. | | 

But you will ſay : Does not this infer Foxr Perſons in 
the Godhead ? viz. That as Generation and F:il:ation 
make two; {o Spiration and Proceſſion ſhould make two 
more ! 


Ti 2 I Anſwer, 
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I Anſwer, No: Becauſe the ſame Per/oz» may ſuftain 
ſeveral Perſonal Relations, and Exert, and receive. ſeve- 
ral Perſonal Atts, where thoſe As, or Relations are not 
oppoſite to, or inconſiſtent with one another inthe ſame 
Subjet. As for inſtance, The Perſon of the. Father may 
Exert both an A of Generation and of Spiration, and 
ſo ſuſtain the Re/ati0xs reſulting from both without any 
Multiplication of his Perſoz ; and the Sox likewiſe may 
receive and ſuſtain the Ac# of Fil:ation, and withal Exert 
an A# of Spiration, without any Multiplication of Per- 
ſonality. And this, becauſe neither are the A&s of Ge- 
eration and Spiration inconſiſtent in the Father, nor the 
Atts of Filiation and Spiration, incompatible in the Soy. 
Though indeed the. 4&#s of Generation and Filiation, 
and the Relations ſpringing therefrom, would be utterly 
inconſiſtent (becauſe oppoſite) in any one Perſon, as 


- likewiſe upon the ſame Account would the 4#s of Spi- 


ration and Proceſſion. 

From whence by plain and undeniable Conſequence it 
follows, That Generation and Filiaticn, Spiration and 
Proceſſion Conſtitute only Three Perſons in the Eternal 
Godhead and no more. For Relations merely diſparate, 
do not Conſtitute ſeveral diſtinQ-Perſoxs, unleſs they be 
oppoſite too. That Maxime of the Schools being moſt 
xrue, That So/a Oppoſitio multiplicat in Divinis, So that 
albeit, Filiation and Spiration are Terms oppoſite to their 
reſpeCtive Correlates, yet being only d:ſparate with re- 
ference to one another, and as. both of -them meet and 
are lodged in one and the ſame Subject, (viz. the Per/ſoz. 
of the Sox) they neither cauſe, nor infer in. him any 
more than one Szxgle Perſonality. 

But now if any one ſhould ask me, What this Gene- 
ration and Filiation, this Spiration and Proceſſion are ? 


I Anſwer, 
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IT Anſwer, That herein conſiſts the Myſtery ; and 
ſince ſuch Myſteries exceed the Comprehenſion of Hu- 


man Reaſon, I am not in the leaſt aſhamed, moſt readi- 
ly.to own my ignorance thereof, in that known Anthem 


uſed in the: Church. 


Quid fit Gigni, quid Proceſſus 
Me neſcire ; tar be ; 


For though the Author whom T have been Diſputing 
with, ' by the help and vertue of Two Wonder-work- 
ing Words (able to make one, who is no Conjurer, do 
ſtrange things) undertakes to make this | qe of My- 
ſteries Plain, Eaſie, and Intelligible ; and when: he has 
done this, (as he fays he has) owns it nevertheleſs for a 
Myfery ſtill :. yet in the Judgment of other Mortals, ta 
acknowledge a Thing Izexplicable , and in the ſame 
Breath to offer a» Explication of it too, will be thought 
a little tog much for one of an ordinary pitch of Sence 
. and Reaſon to, pretend to; and therefore, for my own 
part, I dare not look ſo high. 

Upon the whole matter, in diſcourſing of the Trinity, 
Two. Things are abſolutely neceſſary to be held and in- 
ſiſted upon. One, - That each, and every Perſoz of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, entirely contains and includes in himſelf 
the whole D:vize Nature, The other, That each Per- 
jon is Incommunicably different and diftinit from the 
Otner. | 

And here if it ſhould be asked. - How they differ, and 
whether it be by any real Diſtinetion between the Perſons ? 

I Anſwer, Yes: But for the better explaining of my 
Anſwer, we muſt diſtinguiſh of Two ſorts of Real 
Diſtinftions.. 


1 The 
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- 7, The' firſt greater, viz. When Two Things, or 
real Beings, differ from one another. — 
2. The other lefler ; as when the difference is between 
a Thing, or real-Being on the one fide, and the Mode of 
it on the other : Or between Two or more- Modes of the 
ſame Being, And this DiſtinQtion, or Difference is cal- 
led Real in oppoſition to that which is wholly founded 
upon the Apprehenſion, or Operation of the Intellect, 
and has of it ſelf no Exiſtence without it. But a Being, 
and the Mode adhering to it differ, whether the Mind 
ever apprehends and thinks of them, or no. 'And thus 
weafhrm, That the Divine Perſons really differ, and 
are diftingmthed from one another, viz. by a Modal, or 
leſſer fort of Real Difference ; according to which, the 
Divine Nature Subſp#ing under, and being determined 
by ſuch a certain Mode, PO differs from it If, as 
Subſiſting under, and determined by another. Foraſ- 
much as the Druine Nature, or Godhead 10 Subſifting and 
determined is properly a twp Nor ought this Final. 
neſs of difference between the Divine Perfons to be any 
preſumption againſt the Truth of what 'we have dell 
vered concerning the Oecoromy of the Bleſſed Trinity, as 
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fhall be more particularly ſhewn in Anſwer to one of 


this Author's Obje&ions againſt it, before we come toa 
conchfion of this Chapter. 

In the mean time to ſam up the foregorng Particulars, 
the Reader may pleaſe to take what T aver to be the Do- 
frine of the Catholick Chnrch about this.great Article, in 
this following Account of it, viz. That thereis one, and 
but one Self-Exr#ing, Infinite, Eternal, &C. Being, Na- 
ture, or Sabſtance, wh | 
finite, Eternal, Self-exifting Being, or Natare, Exiſts 1 
and is common to Three diſtinit Perſons, Father, Son 
Holy Ghoſt. Of which the Sox eternally ifſues from _ 

| Father 
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ch wecall God. Andthat this I- _ 
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Father by.way of Generation, and the Holy Ghoſt joyntly 
from both, -by way of Spiration;' which Three Divine 
Perſons ſuperadd to this Divine Nature, or Deity, Three 
different Modes of Subſience, founding lo many different 
Relations ; each of them belonging to each Perſoz in a 
liar Uncommunicable manner ; ſo that by vertue 

thereof, each Perſox reſpeCtively differs and ſtands diſtin- 
guiſhed from the other Two : And yet by reaſon of one 
and the ſame Numerical Divine Nature, or Godhead equal- 
ly Exiſting in, and common to all the Three Perſons, they 
are all but One and the {ame God,who is Bleſſed for Ever. 

-- ThisI reckon to be a True and Juſt Repreſentation of 
the Dadtrixe. of the Catholick Church, fo far as it has 
thought fit to declare it ſelf upon this Great and Sacred 
Myſtery. Not that I think this ſets the Point clear from 
all Difficulties and Objections. For the Nature and 
Condition of the Thing will not have it ſo, nor have the 
Ableſt Divines ever thought it ſo, (for where then were 
the Myſtery ?) But that it gives us the faireſt and moſt 
conſiſtent Account of this Article, both with reference 
to Scripture and Reaſon, and liable to the feweſt Excep- 
tions againſt it, of any other Hypotheſis, or Explication of 
it whatſoever. 

And the ſame will appear yet further from thoſe 
Terms which the Writers of the Church have all along u- 
ſed in exprefling themſelves upon this Subjet.» And 
that both with reſpect 

Firft, To the Unity and Agreement of the Three Divine 
Perſons in one and the fame Nature, And 

Secondly, To their Perſonal diftinttion from one ano- 
ther, 
And firſt, For their Unity and Agreement in one and 
the ſame Nature, The Greeks expreſſed this by the 
Terms opgvnoms, Or ougeoior, Tavilerys, and 5yomns. -_ 
tne 
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the Latinesby Conſubſt antialitas and Coefſentialitzs, 'By 
all which T affirm, . That they underſtood 'an - Jgretwenr 
Mm one and the ſame Numerical Natare, or Eſſence, For, 
though-this Author has affirmed, That the Nicene Fa- 
thers underſtood no more by the-ouovuolns, than a Speci- 
fick Unity of Natare, this Matter has been ſufficiently ac- 
counted for, and his Afſertion effeQtually-confuted inthe 
foregoing\Chapter. * : $208 
In the next place. As for the Terms expreſſing the 
Diſtintion and Difference of the' Divine Perſons froth 
one another, 'the Greeks make-uſe of theſe, ' Toa; Tri- 
rity, Tegowre, Perſons," vibeaceas- Subſiſtenter, | or Per- 
ſons, Tegra vraptews Modes of Subſitence,” i9orules Pros 
perties, oaeaxnpes Mares of Diſtinition, yaeaxrienind 
i01ondle Diitinguiſhing Properties, yyweghopala' Notes of 
Stgnification. And agreeably to them, rhe! Larizes alſo 
make uſe of the following Terms, Triaitas, Perſons; 
Sub(ittentie, Modi Subſiſtendi, Proprietates, Relationes, 
and Notiones 4" Notionalia, By which laſt the School- 
men mean ſuch Terms and Expreflions, as ſerve to noti- 
fie and declare to us the proper and peculiar diſtin&tion 
of the Divine Perſons. And they reckon four of them, 
viz, the above-mentioned Paternitas, Filiatio, Spiratio 
& Proceſſio; all of them importing Relation. To which 
ſome add a fifth, which the Greets call ayermnoia, or ro 
ayer and the' Latines, Innaſcibilitas ; a Term not 
importing in it any Poſitive Relation, but only a meer 
Negation of all Producibility, by any Saperiour Principle, 
and upon that account peculiar to the Father,who alone, 
of all the Perſons .of the Bleſſed Trinity, is without Pro- 
duction. Touching all which Terms, I cannot think it 
neceſſary to enlarge any further, 1n a particular and 
more diſtin Explication of them ; fince, how differing 
ſoever they may be in their reſpective EONIny 
| a 
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all concur in the fame uſe and. deſign; which*is to ex- 
-preſs ſomething proper and peculiar to the Divine Per- 
ſons, whereby they are rendred diſtinct from, and In- 
communicable to one another, | 
But theſe few general RemarksI think fit to lay down 
concerning them. As, . 
I. That albeit moſt of theſe Terms,as to the Form of 
the Word,run Abſtrattively,yet they are for the molt part 
to be underſtood Corcretively, and not as ſimple Forms, 
but as Forms in Conjun&tion with the Subject, which 
they belong to. In the former abſtraQed ſence they are 
- properly Perſonalities, or Perſonal Properties, viz. Thoſe 
Modes, or Forms by which the Perſons, whom they ap- 
pertain to, are formally conſtituted and denominated 
what they are ; but in the Latter and Concrete Sence, 
they ſignifie the Per/oxs themſelyes. 
2, The Second Thing, which I would obſerve, is, 
That there has been in the firſt Ages of the Church ſome 
Ambiguity in the uſe of the words goa and vroparc, 
Ilegawmroy, or Perſona. For neither would the Latizes 
at firſt admit-of Three Hypoſtaſes in God, as taking vox 
and vTogpacs; for the ſame Thing ; for rhat they had no 
other Latiz Word,to Tranſlate va5pacu by, but Sub/tan- 
tia, by which alſo they Tranſlated go: ; (the Word Sab- 
ſiftentia _ then looked upon —_— as Barbarous, 
and not in uſe) ſo that they refuſed the Term Tpes vur- 
paces , for fear of admitting of Three diſtint# Subſtan- 
ces, or Eſſences 1n the Trinity, which they knew would 
lead them into the Errour of Aris. Nor on the other 
ſide would the Greeks acquieſce in a wiz vropac, nor 
admit of the Tegawne, for fear of falling thereby into 
the contrary Errour of Sabellizs; for that they thought 
the Word Tegawwoy imported no real Internal difference, 


but only a difference of Name, or Attribute, or at moſt 
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of Office ; and for them to allow no more than ſuch an 
one amongſt the Divine Perſons, they knew was Sabelli- 
aniſme. Andthis Controverlie of Words exerciſed the 
Church for a conſiderable time ; to appeaſe and compoſe 
which (amongſt other Matters) a Council was.called 
and held at Alexandria about the Year of Chrift, 362. in 
which amongſt many orher Biſhops Convened fromJca- 
ty, Arabia, Agypt and Lybia, -was preſent alſo Athanaſius 
himſelf. And 1n this Council both-ſides having been ful- 
ly heard, and found to agree in ſence, though they dit- 
| ter'd in words, it was ordained, That they ſhould 
thenceforth Mutually acknowledge one another for Or- 
thodox, and for the future ceaſe contending about theſe 
words to the diſturbance of the Church. By which 
means, and eſpecially by the Explication given of theſe 
words by Athanaſius, (whereby (as Gregory Nazianzen 
tells us in his Panegyrick upon him) he ſatisfied and re- 
conciled both Greeks and Latires to the indifferent uſe of 
them, and indeed that Oration made by /Vazianzer 
himſelf in the Council of ConF#artinople (wiz. the ſe- 
cond General) before 150 Biſhops, not a little contri- 
buting to the ſame ; ) the ſence of theſe Terms from that 
time forward came generally to be fixed, and the Am- 
biguity of them removed, and ſo the Controverſie by 
degrees ceaſed betw@n the Greeks and Latines, and the 
Words Tegowra, or Perſone, and iwop'aoas, Or Saubſi- 
Fentie grew at length to be promiſcuouſly uſed without 
any Jealouſie or Sufpicion, and to be accepted on all 
hands (though not preſently ) in- the ſame fignifica- 
TION. | 
3. The Third Thing which T would obferve, is, That 
ſome of the forementioned Terms ſignifie Cauſally, and 
ſome only Declaratively, that is to ſay, :{ome:import 
Ground and Reaſon of the. DiſtinQtion of the Divine 
| | — Perſons, 


CHaPeTER VIII. 
Perſons, and ſome import only Marks, Notes, and Signs 
of ſuch a Diſtin&tion. Of the firſt ſort amongſt the 
Greeks, are vropacas, rerwe. unaptews, and iHomhles ; 
and amongſt the Latizes, Subſiftentie, Modi Subſiitenai, 
Proprietates & Relafiones. Of the Latter ſort amongſt 
the Greeks are yapexinpes and y1weropale: and amongſt 
the Latizes, Notiones. But for the fuller and farther 1l- 
. Juſtration and improvement of this Note, I cannot but 
add the Obſervation of the ſolid and exatly Learned 
Forbeſins, viz, That of theſe Modes, called by the 
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Greeks, Tegwa. vraptews, there is a four-fold Uſe, or 


_ as they ſuſtain four ſeveral Conſiderations. wiz. 

t 

Firſt, As Modes of Subſiſtence, they Conſtitute the Per- 
d 


Ons. 

: Secondly, Thar by the Relations, which they imply 
and include, they cauſe the ſaid Perſoxs to be referred to 
one another. And : 

Thirdly, Thar as they are Properties they diſtinguiſh 
the Perfons'from each other. And 
Laſtly, That, as Notions, they are Means, and (as 
it were): Inſtruments whereby we are enabled in ſome 
meaſure to-apprehend and conceive of the Dzvixe Per- 
fo. Forbeſins Inſtrutt. Hi#, Theolog. Lib. 1. Cap. 35. 

. I6, 

By all which it appears, That the ſeveral forementio- 
ned Terms do really import but one and the ſame 
Thing, differently conſidered, according to the ſeveral 
Uſes and EffeRts aſcribed to it, in reſpe£t of the Oeconomy 
of the Three Divine Perſons amongſt themſelves. 

4. In the Fourth and Laſt place, we may: obſerve, 
That the words moſt commonly and frequently uſed by 
Writers in treating of the Divine Perſops, are the fore- 


mentioned iropaoaus, Terwe vmaptews, and idomules a» 
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mongſt the Greeks. And the Terms Perſone, Relatios 
nes, Proprietates, and (in the latter Ages eſpecially) 
Subſiſtentie, and Modi Subſiftendi amongſt the La- 
tines. | 6 

Theſe Obſervations T thought fit to-lay down for our 
clearer and readier Apprehenſion of the Expreſſions u- 
ſed by the Fathers, and other Church-Writers in their 
Diſcourſes about this great Article of the C hriſtian 
Faith. ; | 

And ſo I proceed. now to my. Authorities, ſhewing 
both from the Ancient and Modern'uſe of the Terms 
aforeſaid, and more eſpecially of the vrogages, and 
T& wo vrapteus, the Subſiftentie & Modi Subſiftendi, that 
the Church has all along placed the reſpe&tive Per/ona- 
lities of the Three Divine Perſons in Three _— Modes 
of Subſiſtence, according to the Doctrine Aſlerted by us. 
And here I ſhall begin with the Greek Writers, ſetting 
them down according to the Order and Age in which, 
they Lived.. 

And firſt with Juſtiz Martyr, whoin his hxSeou  m/- 
pews, or Expoſition of Faith, ſpeaks thus. *Ov rauler 7 
TATE. 0 Vis % To TVEDua &Y00, oTs To pY wytyyiToy 
yevrnToy %) ExTopevloy 2% uoias ovouals arr Temas. . 
uncptews. The Son (lays he) ard the Holy Gho#t, - are 
not the ſame with the Father ; for the Terms Unhegotten, 
Beeotten, and Proceeding, are not the | Names of Eſſence, 
but Modes of Subſiftence, Juſtin. Expoſition. fidet,  p. 37}. 
Colon. Edition. 1686. Again, ſpeaking of the ſame 
Terms, he tells us, That they are not voins Indwrinea, 
but onpaylina tf vrograocur, that Is to ſay, not deno- 
ting the Eſſence, but fignifying the Hypoſtaſes, or Subſi- 
fences ; adding withal, I%.10%, ny Iiaxetrey-Tay Wes 
GLTa, X 7 TATESs %j vis, %) wyiv TEWudlO: I1aCorlas: 
Nernervery. varogac, That they are ſuijficient for us to di- 
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ftinguiſh the Perſons, and. to. ſhew the proper and peculiar 
Subſiſtence of Father, Son, and Holy. Gho#t by. Pag. 374. 
And again, *Eyx Ogoy wegonxey oporoyav Ov Tara 3 
UG, 5 TveopuaTiuyia yoerCoulor, 1 iv ratip x vis, % 
TVE0uc xyior © MIE*: DeornlO. T&s UWICRoas Y1wekCovleas, 
1.5 Os95 To a7" v0iay xowey Tj vwopactor vouvias, That 
1s, we ought to own,” or Confeſs One God, expreſſed to #s in 
Father, Son, aud Holy Gho##, hereby acknowledging, as 
they are Father, Sou and' Holy Ghoſt, Three Subſiſtences of 
one ' and the ſame. Godhead; but as they are God, under- 
ſtanding thereby one Eſſence, or Subitance common to all 
the Subſiſtences, p. 379. ibid, By all which Lxprefſions 
we ſee Perſonality fared upon Subſ{i/H-xce, 

. Our next Teſtimony {ſhall be from Arhanaſizs, who 4+ 
in his Treatiſe de Santtifſimed Virgine Deipara, gives: this 
Account ef. his Faith; . PuevopÞ» &s Daripa, 2 1121,25 
& 10 TVELUGA, TEAIE Va dUTtwy af 40 WAG or iNovrwy 7 
Oievipeg,, *  2vwoy agvyyurov. That is? We believe in 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, a. Trinity of Hypoitaſes, or 
_ Perſons, having amongſt them ſuch a. Diſtiaction, as'ags 

mits of no Diviſion, and {ach .an-Union, or Unity, as is 
without all Confuſion. ' Athan.. Tom. 1W.. 1029. Colon. 
Eait. 1686, | | 


The Author called Dzozyſius the Areopagite (though Din; 
by a falſe Title, for the Areopagite lived in the firlt Cen- 4 7s + 


tury, but.this Writer in the Ooh) in his Book dz D:vi- 
is Nominibus cap. 1, dets forth the Trinity thus.  Texxs 
3 01a 7 Terouwealov T_vTspeT1y yorimarnlOs. xpayoy. 
The Trinity (4o called) becauſe of its manifeſtation of 4 
Divine, or Superlative Fecundity ſhewa in. Three Subſs 
ſtences, or- Perſons. | 


 Epiphaniwe- alſo in the 62d. Herefie,and 3d. Paragraph, zpiphaniz: 


ga. > * by 0 P / 

gives the like ACCOUNT of the lame, Tex: Xgrvuupui 

lia Tnp, % Vis, % TVED ae YOu, BY, ws i TE TEAGYY OY0fpacoiy 
"Th 
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xPXAnubror; tax dAvSe; TINGE Ta droprale, TIREaL bwroped- + 
oas The wc is numbred by Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, mot as one: Thing called only by Three Names, but as 
being in Truth Fhree perfect Subſoſtences, [or Perſons] as 
well as Fhree perfett Names, oO tn de 
| Gregory In like'manner Gregory Nazianzey ſpeaks much the 
Nazianen. f1me Thing in his 29th Oration. Xpne t eve Ocoy THe 
3) Tas Tpas Uropaces ojroNoyEv, aT ty TEAR TEITwnh, 
xa 5x51 era + iris. We ought (ſays he) to 
hold one God, and to confeſs Three Subſiſtences, or Three 
Perſons, each with his reſpettive Property according to 
his Subſiſtence, Greg. Nazianz. Tom. 1. P. 490. Eat. 
Pariſ. 1630. | 
fa Gregory Nyſſen, upon thoſe words inthe firſt of Gene- 
Nyſſen. ſis, Let us make Man, expreſſes himſelf thus. *Eroinoey 
o O05 ayFpumroy ive tywous Þ Doha, way 5 fs Ta. bwo- 
EaoagiÞix Loa ates fic v3 TeualO. cyiv. 
God (lays he) made Man (laying the ſtreſs upon the 
Word #roinoey of the Singular Number) that you may 
ores ff wragf = - ead to be but Opec: _— not 
0 the Sabſiſtences ; for there 1s a proper Sabſiſtence of the 
Father, 4pm wbſiſtence of the $ be =. proper Sub- 
ſiftence of the Holy Ghoſt. Greg. Nyſſen Tom. 1. p. 141. 
Edit. Pariſ. 1615, © | 
.St. Baſil, St. Baſil in his Book de Spirits Sant#o, Chap. 18. ſpeaks 
thus of the Second Perſon of the Trinity, Aevreepr 3 
Oteoy vio x) TIE daxmuounpuÞ. ® Oro 1, 6x Ocs Tes- 
.@XUyuyles x; T0 ifuaGoy THY Varop aotwy opuoroyepyy 3) jvo- 
4 bh © Phovapyics We (lays he) zever to this Day 
heard of a Second God; but Worſhipping the Son as God 
of God, we both —_— the Property of the Fhy- 
poitaſes [| or Perſons ] and inſiſt upon one Supreme Go- 
wvernor, or Lord of all Things. Baſ. Tom. 2. p. 332. Edit. 


Pariſ. 1637. Likewiſe 
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much the ſame way in his third Dialogue de Trinitare. j,;7 


"Erep19d 5 ifeiv To or pigs Ty FeoryhTErwhey xal vio ar 
ow. We may obſerve (lays he) in one Deity, a Terna- 
ry, or Triplicity according to [| or in reſpet# of ] Subſi- 


fence. 


255 
Likewiſe St. Cyrill-of Alexandria declares himſelf St. Cyril 


Xdi- 


The ſame we find alſo in 1/zdorus Peluſiota, Lib. x. doru Pe- 


Epiſt. 247. Miz 9» bay n Ocorys, Tpas 5 ai varop ana: 
TETqg Tipti, TaTo *oye. There is (lays he) One Godhead, 
but Three Hypoſtaſes, or Subſiſtences. This keep , this 


luſior.z. 


old, &C. be 
Theodoret allo ſpeaks very fully upon the ſame Subject, ,,.,,., -. 


in his firſt Dialogue contr. Anomeos. Ta uiy t voins idics 
0pe0ies EiO1 ROWE T9 TaATEs 3) F ys 3») F ayis mreuualO. * 
To 5 Paryp v xoiey, Ovn ape © voices iStoy To Perhp, 
aaa Þ Unogaotws, & 5 anno? Umoqaotws To id oy 3} 
agaAzF uoics idiaopale, v TLWTOY tht anpairopÞor Yoie 0 
uwog"aosu. That is to lay, Such Things xs belong pro- 
perly to the [Divine] Eſſence, or Subſtance, are in like 
manner common to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. But 
the Term [ Father] is not common to them; and there- 
fore [Father] i no Property of the Eſſence, but of the 
Subſiſtence, or Perſon : But now, if one Thing be proper to 
the Hypoſtaſts, or S atfefevce, and there be other Properties 
of the Eſſence, it follows, That Eſſexce and Hypoſt aſzs ds 
not ſrignifie one and the ſame thing. And again,a little atter - 


H23 voi Tareys x} vis x} ayis TvEvualge xo * ououwws 
& Saya, o pos apFeprOe, opotws a yice 3} ojaoies dyah.' 
2 dia T8To AvyopÞ picy £oiay, Tas vwopacas, That is, | 
#he Eſſence, or Subſtance of the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Gho## is common, being equally and alike Im- 


mortal, egy Holy and Good. And for this Rea- 
fon we affirm One Eſſence, and Three Hypoſtaſes, Auttari- 


wm ſive Tom. 5. Theodoret. p. 286. Edit. Pariſ. 1684. Cer- - 


tainly 


leucienfis. 


Za charias 
. cholaſti- 


6H, 


 Animadterſtons, &C. 


tainly nothing could, with greater Evidence;"ftatei the 
Perſonalities of Farher, Son, and: Holy Ghoſt upon Three 
ſeveral Subſ;ſtences, than the Words here quoted out of 
this Father. And I quote them out of him, though I 
know the ſame Dialogues are inſerted into Athanaſinss 
Works; but Iam convinced by the reaſons given by Gar- 
nerins the Learned Editor of 'this Auttarinm, that the 
ſaid Dialogues cannot belong to Athanaſine. | 


Baſis $:= Next to him let us hear Baſ/1i25 Selencienſ;s omg 


the ſame Thing in his firſt Oration, upon the firſt Verſe 
of the firſt Chapter of Gereſ:s, where, upon theſe words, 
Let us make Man after our own Image and Likeneſs,he diſcour- 
ſes thus. Miz pity 4 Xa 7 TA%Tlopeyn, uY 5y0s 3 TE&ITO WL 
VIM, GAAG TEAWY VToGATEwY* Howe! 7. QgoryO 1 
HISPYNLE T0 TAQTIOU OI, TEARIE jiv euPaivd P.rAdTIE- 
Tay, uiay 5 dxoa Þ TE Ge. rapyuoay, 6 7 pic meAG- 
OG 7 city prin THY VroG" artws 1 GVors. To > 1Taviey © 
2oias 1 © axovOs eyorns xnporler:. That is to lay, The 1- 
. mage here formed is but One, but the mention here made 
is not of One Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon only, but of Three. 
For the Thing formed being the common Work of the 
whole Deity, ſhews the Trinity to have been the Former 
thereof, and ſo gives us one Image, or Reſemblance of 
the Trinity : But if the Image of the Trinity be but One, 
the Nature of the Hypoſtaſes [or Perſons] muſt -be .One 
t00, For the Unity of the Image, proclaims the Unity 
of the Subſtance, or Eſſence. Baſil. Selucienſ. Orat. T. 
?P. 5. Printed at Paris with Gregorins Thaumaturgus, &C. 

Anno Dom. 1622. | E”. ©: ml 
Racharias Sirnamed Scholaſticus, and ſometime 'Me- 
tropolitan of Mztyleze (of the Sixth Century) 1n his 
Diſputation againſt the Phz/oſophers who held the Erer- 
nity of the World, to a certain Philoſopher, asking him, 
How the Chriſtians could acknowledge the ſame both a 
| Trinity 


414 


74 


 papaty 4) 
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T in Dire Unity too ? Makes this Anſwer. Texade 


ord 4 proyade, Oy TEhadN, Th TAs pivuoo- 
paces Tpas #t), 7 5 yoiay worlw, That 1s, We affirm a 
Trinity in Unity, and an Unity in Trinity ; hereby affirnitng 
the Subſiſtences [or Perſons] to be Three, and the Eſ- 
ſence, or Subſtance to be only One, . © t c 

Fohannes Damaſcenus, a Writer of the Eighth Cen- Dar. 
tury, in his third Book de Orthodoxa fide, Chap. 11. a- 
bout the end of it ſpeaks thus. ®OzoTns wiv  qvory n+ 
Aoly To 7) TaTIp T VW9pasy, WT WEp &vFpwwooTns T @uouw, 
Preys 5 7 vanoqaoty. Oco; 5 2} To over Þ PUTews GNMave, 

£0 $X.0G"15 TOY VIroGaoewy TaATIETAL TaApwIVuws, That 

iS, The Godhead declares the Nature, but the Term [ Fa- 

ther] the Subſiſtence ; as Humanity does the Humane Na- 

ture, but Peter the Subſiſtence, or Perſon. For the Term 

[God] denotes the Divine Nature in Common, and equally 

denominates, or is aſcribed to each of the Hypoſtaſes, or - 
Subſitences. Damaſcen. Page 207. Edit. Baſil. 1575. 

I ſhall cloſe up theſe particular Teſtimonies with ſome 4hinz/icn 
Paſſages in the Creed, commonly called the Athanaſiaz ; Creed. 
which I place ſo low, becauſe it 1s manifeſt, that 4tha- 
zaſius was not the Author of it, it being not ſo much as 
mentioned in-any Ancient Writer (as the very Learned 
Dr Cave affirms) till it occurs in Theodulphius Aurelianenſis, ziſtor. ti- 
who lived about the latter end of the Eighth Century, 197 p- 
Now the Paſſages are theſe, Myrz# ouſyzoyles Tx; vmo- _— D 
CUTE (in ſome Copies TEITWTE) MATE T 20 1ay Sraipay- 

T5, YAA1 0 bow Hl Td TaTE)s Voopadt, G\An Þ vis, % GAA 
T3 TvVEvuclG. 13 ayiv, anne Dates x vis »% Tyiuald 
&yis pic Qcorns, Oc. That is, Neither confounding the 
Hypoitaſes [or Perſons] nor dividing the Subſtance. For 
there is one Hypoitaſis of the Father, another of the Son, 
and another of the Holy Ghoſt, bat the Godhead of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt is One, &c. And again, 
Ll 


e& 
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0AQh1 ai TPAs VaPUAIEAs gurd1auwriCuoa EQUT&15 6101 2; 10%. 
That is, The whole Three Hypoſtaſes [or Perſons] are Coe- 
ternal together, and Coequal. "Theſe: Paſſages are full 
and plain, and the Creed it ſelf may well claim the- 
Antiquity at leaſt of the Eighth Century. 

My next Author#tes ſhall be thoſe of the Conrcils. But 
before I paſs tothem, I cannot but obſerve and own to 
the Reader concerning ſome of the firſt of my Quotati-- 
ons, viz, thoſe out of Juitin Martyr, and that out of 
St. Athanaſius, that it has been very much queſtioned 
by ſome Learned Men, Whether choſe Books, from 
whence they are taken, do really belong to the Authors 
to whom they are aſcribed, and among whoſe Works 
they are inſerted, or no. This, I ſay, I was not igno-- 
rant of, nevertheleſs I thought fit to quote them by the 
Names under which I found them: placed ;. ſince man 
very Learned Perſons, and much more acquainted with- 
the Writings of the Ancients than I pretend to be, have. 
upon ſeveral Occaſions done ſo before me. And the ſaid 
TraQts are certainly of a very early date, and though the 
Authors of them ſhould fall a Century or two lower, yet. 
they ſtill retain Antiquity enough to make good the 
Point for which I alledged them. Nevertheleſs I muſt 
and do confeſs it very probable, That the more diſtinct 
and exact uſe of the Terms vwogprages, and repwa: vrap= 
Secs, as applyed to the Divine Perſons, did not general- 
ly and commonly take place, but as by, degrees the Dil-- 
cuſſion of the Arian and other the like Controverſies, 
through frequent Diſputes, grew to itill, a greater and 
greater Maturity. And that the uſe of theſe Terms did 
obtain then, and upon that Account, I think a very con- 
ſiderable Argument to authorize, and recommend them 
to all Sober and Judicious Minds. 


And- 
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_  AndfolIpaſsto the Teſtimonies of Councils concern- 

ing the ſame. Amongſt which, we have here, in the 
firſt place, the Council of Chalcedoz, making a Confeſ: 
ſion, or Declaration of their Faith, concerning the Per- 
ſon of our Saviowr, and that,both as to the Abſolute un- 
divided Urity of his Perſoz, and as to the Difference and 
DiſtinQtion of his 'T'wo Natares, part of which Confeſ- 
ſion runs thus. 'Omoroyoph 21% X T&vlor Inovy Ketpor, 
XUEKOY,ULOY MOVOYED, ON Ivo Puogst davſyurws, oa rptm lwi,ad\- 
apt rt ws, X 3 weh" wy vweromercr* jIaus & mw Puotwy 
IizPoggs avypnutyns Sic F ivcoor, Eolopirn 5 pdanrnov © 
ioTulO. cxaTipas Pogus, x) Hs fy TEIowirAY X ity Vir9- 
Sao ovyrpexuons, That is, We confeſs One and the 
ſame Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the only Begotten Son of God in 
Two Natures, without Confuſion, &c. the difference of 
the ſaid Natures, being by no means deſtroyed by thetr 
Union, but rather the Property of each Nature being 
thereby preſerved, and both concurring to [or meeting 
in] One Perſon, or Hypoitaſis. This Account of the Chal- 
cedon-Confeſſion we have.in the 2d Book of Evagriz, 
rowards the latter end of the 4th Chapter ; and a lively 
Inſtance it is of the CounciPs exprefling the Perſonality 
of Chriſt by, and ſtating it upon, Subſiſtezce. | 


259 


Council! o* 
Chal, ce dor A 


In the next place, upon Nr omns calling the ſecond Fu/tinizn's 


Conncil of Conitantinople ( 
in the Year 553, for Condemaing of the 1ria Capitula, 
we have a large and Noble Confeſſion of Faith made by 
that Emperor, and owned and applauded by all the 
Council, and inſerted amongſt the 4s of it : And in 
this we have the Three Divine Perſons ſeveral times ex- 
preſſed by ſo many tzmopacas, as a Term equivalent to 
Tevowwna, and indeed importing withall the Per ſoralrry, 
or Formal Reaſon of the ſame ; and that fo fully and 
plainly, that nothing could, or can be more ſo. 'Ope- 

L: 1 2 Foy 8 ev 


eing the Fifth General one) OO 
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AoyBpey Towly Trptvay ds; Paripa, x Viv, % «you DPyei- 

pa, Terada oouoior, piav Otornla, nA Poor 4} $01ay, 

*) Svrapr,x, £Ev0iav OW TEATI LW ade, ITU TENT WS, 

SoExCorres, &c. That is, We profeſs to Believe One Fa- 

ther, Son, and Holy Ghoit, Glorifying thereby a Conſub- 

ftantial Trinity, One Deity, or Nature, or Eſſence, and 

Power and Authority in Three Subſittences, or Perſons. And 

again to the fame purpoſe, Moyada ow Terxdt xz TE&rtda 

ey proradt Tegoxureuer, Tac ofor eyuoay Þ Iiciperty 3) Þ 

QT, 01%d'4 py xaTs * Þ eoias nyvy OtotylO. Aoyoy, 

T@ttd\a 5 1ars mes ifoTh las ny VII aces 1TU TEITWT HA. 

We Worſhip (lays he) az Unity in Trinity, and a Tris 

nity in Unity, having voth a jirange and wonderful Di= 

ſftintion and Union, that is toſay, an Union, or Singu- 

larity in reſpedt of the Subſtance or Godhead, and a Trinity in 

reſpe# of Properttes, Subſiſtences, or Perſons ; with ſeveral 

"more ſuch Paſſages to the ſame Purpoſe andSignification. 

FifthGene= And then, as for the Conc! it ſelf,the firſt Canon of it 

- - Coun- ſpeaks thus ; "Et Tr 8% oporoye Dares, vis, x ayis ryeu- 

pol ity fvoiy, nTo eoian, *} micy Suvapir, X 8E20iav, 

" Te&xtda ouorriov, micy Ocotyle ov TEATIY vropadivygnrOu TER: 

TWTOs TEITHUYNTHY, TOSTON ApaFena ig'we That is, If 

any one Confeſs not One Nature, or Subſtance, One Power 

ard Authority of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, a Coeſſen- 

tial Trinity, and One Deity to be Worſhipped in T hree 
Subſiſtences, or Perſons, Let ſuch an one be Accurſed. 

The Sixth TInthe next place, we have the Sixth Gezeral Council, 

—_ T and the Third of Conftartinople, called by Conſtantinus 

'  Pogonats againſt the Monothelites in the Year 681. In 

the As of which Conncil, Article 6. we have the Coun- 

cl owning the ſame Thing, and in the ſame words, 

which a little before we quoted out of the Conc of 

Chalcedon : And moreover in the Tenth Article, the 

* Council declares it {elf thus. Toy xvexor nw Ina Xe 

Foy 


dv } dAnIwor Joy mIpevorrts Paper Ivo aut Tas Guoers 
Gy Th pc avtg Manaumiou; vreace, ©. That 15, 
We believing our Lord Feſus Chriſt to be the True God, do 
affirm in him Two Diſtint# Natures, ſhining forth in One 
Subſiſtence, or Perſon. | 
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Agreeably to this, the Council immediately following The Cour- 
called by the Greeks, Evro\@- meYixry, and by the La- 7 Eee 


Quini-Sex=- 


tines, Concilinm Quini-Sextum, Conliſting chiefly of the wn. 


ſame Perſozs with. the former, and called by the ſame 
Conſtantine about Ten Years after, for the making of 
Canons about Diſcipline, T way of . Supplement to the 
Fifth and Sixth Coxrcils, which had made none. This 
Coancil, T ſay,in the firſt of irs Canons, which 1s as a kind 
of Preface, owns and applauds the Nziceve Fathers, for 
that, with an Unanimous Agreement and conſent of 
Faith, they had declared and cleared up one Corſubſtan- 
tiality in the Three HypoFtaſes, or Subſiſtences of the Di- 
vine Nature. Ol ty opoſywpoouyn 7" Tiqtws To 0peouotioy 
fpeiy ban TOY TER@Ov © Ocapyinns PUotws VEG AITEWY EMERK- 
Auiavle 9 Iiereavrucay, Oc. 


And Laſtly.in the Florentive Council, held in the Fif- The Cour- 
teenth Century, in which the Greeks, with their Empe- © of #/«- 


Faces 


ror Johannes Palzologus met the Latizes in order to an 
Accord between them, touching that: ſo much contro- 
verted. Article about the Proceſ/ioz of the Holy Gho#t. In 
this Council, I ſay, we have the Greeks alſo expreſſing 
the Perſonality of the Holy Ghoſt, by the 79 UT0PRTINOY. 
For whereas the Latines affirmed, that the Holy Ghoſt 
the To ay10y Tyedua did dyaBAvCay cn 78 ww*' That is to 
lay, #tream, or flow from the Son, the Greeks defired them 
to explain what they meant by that Expreſſion, &ra3au- 
Ce 6x 78 vis, and whether they underſtood, that he de- 
rived both his Eſſexce and Perſonality from him, and that 


in theſe words. very ſignificant to our Purpoſe , *Ez 2 , 


$6 
BTlXy 


» BONE wa ads 
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g01av% To bropannxon ) iya res) nepſbdya 3 ain of US, 
By which we ſee thateven with theſe Modern Greeks alſo 
the v01a and the To oro alioy, which 1s all one with the 
vro5-aots, {ignifie Eſſence and Perſon, as applyed to the 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, Hiſt. Concil. Florent. in 
the laſt Chapter, and'Queſtion 7. of Seftion 8. Pag. 246. 
ſet forth by Dr. Creyghton, 1660. 

I cannot think it requiſite to quote any Thing more 
from the Greeks upon this Subject, it being as clear as the 
Day, that both Fathers and Conrcils ftated the Perſonal:i- 
ties of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, upon Three diſftini# 
Hypotaſes, or Saubſiſtences of one and the fame Goahead, 
Eſſence, or Subſtance, diſlinguiſhed thereby into Three 
Perſons. | F 
And ſo I paſs from the Greeks tothe Latizes, whom 
we ſhall find giving an Account of the ſame, -partly by 
| Subſiztences and Modes of Sabſiftence, and partly by Rel+- 
The 1% $5075. But not equally by both in all Ages of the Church. 
Om” For we have before ſhewn, That there was a long and 
ſharp Conteſt between the Greeks and the Latines about 
the Word Hhpoſtaſis, and that the Latizes dreaded the 
uſe of it, as knowing no other Latzz Word to render it 
by, but S»b/tartia, which they could by no means aſcribe 
plurally to God ; and as fopthe Word Sabſiſtertia , that 
was not then accounted properly Latin ; and it was but 

upon this occaſion, and to fence againſt the Ambyguit 
of the Word vurepass, that it came at Jength into uſe 
.amonegſt the Latizes. And even after all, it muſt be yet 
further confeſſed, That notwithſtanding that fair foun- 
.dation of Accord between the Greeks and Latines laid by 
the forementioned Council of Alexandria, and the hear- 
ty Endeavours both of A and of Gregory Nazi- 
anzen after him, to accommodate the baſins between 


them, the Latines were not ſo ready to come over to the 
. | Greeks, 


met Eprade . 


ann > 
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CrHaeTer VIII. 
Greeks, in the free uſe of the Word Fhpoſtaſzs, as the 
| Greeks were to comply with the Latizes in the uſe of the 
Word Tegowror, anſwering to their Perſova. And 
therefore in vain would any one ſeek for an Explication 
of the Divine Perſons in the Trinity, by the Terms Subſz- 
ſftentie, or Modi Subſtitexdi, 1n the earlier Latin Writers, 
ſuch as Tertullian abour the latter end of the ſecond Cen- 
tury, and St. Cyprian about the middle of the Third, and 
Laf#antins about the latter end of the ſame, and the be- 
ginning of the Fourth. Nevertheleſs find it we do, in 
the Writers of the following Ages ; And how, and in 
what ſence it was uſed by them, ſhall be now conſt 
dered. 
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And here we will begin with St. Ambroſe, who is full 5. 4«- 


and clear in the caſe, in his Book iz Symbolum Apoſtolicam 
Cap. 2. Tom. 2. in theſe Words. Ita ergo rettum , & 


roſe, 


Catholicum eſt, ut & unum Deum ſecundum Unitatem Sub- 


ſtantiz fateamur, & Patrem, & Filium, & Spiritum San- 
Hum in ſua quemque Subliſtentia ſentiamus, A Paſſage ſo 
very plain, that nothing certainly could more effeCtually 
declare, That this Father reckoned the Perſonalities of 


the Three Divize Perſons to conſiſt in their ſeveral and re-- 


ſpective Subſyſtences. 


The next whom we ſhall alledge, is St. Hilary, who s:. ziliry, - 


flouriſhed in the Fourth Century, and wrote Twelve 
Books of the T7:#ity, and ſome other Tracts upon the 
ſame Subje& againſt the Arias. He, I confeſs, fre- 
quently,and particularly in Book 4. de Trinzt. p.36. Baſzl. 
Exit. 1570. calls the Three Divine Perſons, Tres Subſtan- 
tias ; butitis evident, that he took Subſtantia, in the 


ſame ſence with Subſiftertia, or Hypoſtaſis ; foraſmuch as - 


he elſewhere often affirms that, which muſt of neceſſity. 


infer this to be his meaning. As for inſtance, in: his 
Book ae Synoars contra Arianos, Page 223. he tells us, 


That - 
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That Nullarz diverſitatem aut diſſimilitudinem admittit 
Geniti & Gignentis Eſſentia, And again, That there is 
Tadifferens in Patre & Filio divinitatis ſubſtantia, p. 224. 
And zulla differentis Eſſentie diſcreta Natura, ibid. And 
zulla Originals ſubſtantiz diverſitas,1bid. And that there 
is between them xwulla diver ſitas Effentie, p. 225, None 
of all which Propoſitions could poſſibly be true, if the 
Divine Perſons were Three diſt int Subſtances according to 
the proper {ence and ſignification of the Word Subſtarce. 
And therefore the Learned Forbeſzusiin his Hiſtorico-The- 
ological Inſtruitions, Book 1. Chap. 2. quoting the afore- 
{aid Paſſage, after the Words Tres. ſubſtantias, ſubjoyns 
theſe of his own, Eo [zempe] ſenſu quo Graeci dicebant 
Tpas vropaceas. And accordingly St. Hilary explaining 
himſelf further, in his fore-cited Book ae Synodis contra 
Arianos, p. 226. ſays, That though: between the Fa- 
ther and the Sox there was zulla diverſitas Eſſentie, yet 
they did reſpuere Perſonalium Nominum Unionem, ne Unus 
Subſiſtens % ut & Pater dicatur & Filius: Which 
Words manifeſtly infer, That the Father is ſaid to be a 
Father, and the Son to be a Son, by a _ Sabſiſtence 
proper to each of them. And again, peaking of thoſe 
Fathers who oppoſed the Hereſie of Sabellizs, ſays of 
them : Idcirco 'Tres Subſtantias eſſe dixerunt, Subſiſten- 
tium Perſonas per Subſtantias edocentes, non fubſtantiam 
Patris, & Filit, & Spiritis Santi, diverſitate diſfimnlis 
eſſentie ſeparantes, p. 228. By which Words, he ſpeaks 
all that the Greeks meant by vropaci, or the Latines of 
the following Times, by Sabſi#entia, For which reaſon 
it is, that the Learned Colator and Editor of this Father*s 
Works, uſes, now and then, to-ſuch Paſſages as theſe to 
add an Explicatory Marginal-Note to this purpoſe; as in 
Page 36. Book 4. de Trinitate, he puts in the Margin, 
Tres Subſtantiz, id eſt, uropagcas, and in this Book de Sy- 

| noats, 
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nodis, 8c. p. Y27. he remarks in'the ſide, Trina in Divi- 
is mapa; Which manifeſtly ſhews, what the Judg- 
ment of Learned Men was concerning St. H:lary's ſence 
in the uſe of the words Tres Sub#antie with reference 
to the Divize Perſons. THIS | 
From St. Fblary we paſs to St. Jerome; who indeeds:.F:rome, 
ſcrupled the uſe of the Word Hypofaſis, (as applyed to 
the Divine Perſons) in Epiſtle 57. to Pope Damaſus. But 
that he did only ſcruple it, and not abſolutely refuſe, or 
reje& it, is evident from ſeveral other Paſſages in that 
Epiſtle ; which ſhewed his Judgment to be, that there 
was nothing of it ſelf ill and hurtful in the uſe of it. 
For, .had he judged otherwiſe, ſurely he would not have 
told Damaſas, that he was ready to own the Expreſſion 
of Trgs Perſonas Subſiſtentes: And moreover, That if 
Dan would command the uſe of the Term Hpoſtaſis, 
he would uſe it. But his Exception againſt it (for it was 
not the Word Per/ſoz, as a great Man miſtakes it, but 
the Word Hypoſtaſis, which St. Jerome demurred to the "ey M 
uſe of ) was built __ theſe 'I'wo grounds, both expreſ-mons on 
ſed in the ſame Epiſtle. 1 Fobn 14. 
Firſt, That  Hereticks abuſed, or made an ill uſe ofprinci 
this Term , to deceive and impoſe upon the Minds of 1592. 
Weak, and Unwary. Perſons. And, in good earneſt, _ 
that muſt be a very extraordinary Word indeed> which 
is uncapable of being one way or other abuſed by ſome, 
and miſunderſtood by others. | : 
Secondly, The other ground (which, as there is great 
reaſon to believe, was the main and principal cauſe of 
St. Jerome's diſlike of this Term) was its being impoſed 
by an Incompetent Authority, viz. That ſome of the 
Greek Church would needs command him (and him a 
very warm Man too} who was of the Latin Communion, 
to the uſe of that, whuch the Latiz Church had not obli- 
ME ;--* ged 


! 


St. Auſtin 
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ged'him to. And Calvin;in Lib.r. Chap. 13. Of his Inftituti- 
ons, Sect. 5. ſhrewdly intimates the peculiar Pique, 
which St. "mg bore to the:Eaftern Biſhops, to have 
been the chief, if not the ſole cauſe of his Exception a- 
gainſt this Word ; adding withal, that it was not fairly 
done of him (which Ca/viz was a very Competent Judge — 
of) to Aſſert (as in that Epiſtle he does) that in omn:- 
bus Scholts, $0ia.was nihil alind quam Hypoſtaſis ; which 
Calvin there ſays, Communi tritoque uſu paſſim refellitur. 
But after all, it ſeems, St. Jerome could relent from his 
ſtiffneſs, and reconcile himſelf to this ſo much ſcrupled 
Expreſſion. For in his Epiſtle, or Diſcourſe a4 Paulam 
& Euſtochium de aſſumptione Beate Marie, ſpeaking of our 
Saviour's exerciling Two diſtinCt kinds of Oper ation, ac- 
cording to his Two Natures combining in one Perſoz, 
has theſe Words, Per hoc,. quod auditrant,. quod vMllerant, 
quod traftarant (VIZ. Apoſtols) verbun vite erat, & nihil 
aliad ex duabus Naturis, quam Unum juxta Subfiſtentiam 
vel Perſonam. Hreronym. Tom. 9g. p.113.. Edit. Pariſ. a-- 
pad Nivellium, 1579. So thgt I am ingood hopes, that 
tor the future St. Jerome's Authority will not be alledg-- 
ed againſt expreſſing the Divine Perſons by Hypoſtaſes ; 
till it be proved,that there cannot be a Greek and a Latin 
» Word for oneand the- ſame Thing :: For,what vwog-aos 
ſignifies in the Greek, That, it 1s certain, S»bſi/tentia lig-. 
mfies and declares to us in rhe Latzz. 

As for St. Aaſtinz, though he looks upon the. Word 
Hypoſtaſis, or Subſiſtentia, as new and ſtrange to the La-- 
tines, in the -ſence,. inwhich it was uſed by the Greeks, 
yet he is ſo far pm abridging the Greeks in their way of 
ſpeaking, that he-very amicably allows even of thoſe 
Latines alſo, who choſe to follow the Greek Expreſſion, . 
as-to-this Particular, in his 5th Book de Tri. Chap. 8, 9. 
where he tells us, Qui hec tratfant Graco eloquio dicunt 


icy 


Caar Er VIII. : 


quicy goiay, Tpa; vaopancs. Latine ite trafantes rims 
aliuw modum aptiorem non invenirent, quo enuntiarent 
werbis, dicunt Unam Effentiam vel Subſtantiam, 'Tres 
autem Perſonas, ibid. By which this Father manifeſtly 
ſhews, "That the Latizes indeed underſtood the very 
ſame Thing by Perſ/oza, which the Greeks did by &ro- 
pas ; and that they really rendred one by the other, 
though they were not generally fo ready to uſe the 
Term. And hereT ſuppoſe the Reader will eaſily perceive, 
that my Intent is not to eſtabliſh the uſe of the Words 
hitherto pleaded for, upon the Authority of St. Auſtin, 
(for the Caſe needs 1r not) but only to ſhew, That al- 
beit this Father does both particularly conſider, and ex- 
prefly ſpeak of the ſaid Terms, yet he does not in the 
leaſt reje, or difallow of®them. But however, in the 


_ fame Book he proceeds to another Topick very much to 


our preſent gurpoſe, viz. his ſtating the Divine Perſo- - 
aalities upon Relation, in theſe Words, I Deo nihil ſe- 
cundum Accidens dicitar, quia in eo nihil eſt mutabile. Nec 
tamen omne quod dicitur, ſecundum Subſtantiam dicitar, fed 
ſecundum Relativum : Quod tamen Relativum non et Acci- 
dens, quia non eff mutabile; ut filins dicitur Relative ad 
Patrem, &c. Whereby (as we have faid) founding 
—_ in, and upon ſomething Relative, he ſuffici- 


. ently proves, That the ſame neither is, nor can be pla- 


ced 1n ken om aj by ; this being a Term,in the import 
of it, perfectly Abſolare, and containing nothing Rela- 
tive init at all. EEE: 


-  NexttoSt. Auftixy wewlll produce Ruffin a Writer Ruffinus. 
of rhe 4th Century, and flouriſhing about the latter end 


of it; who, in theſhort Account o gives us of what 
was done in the forementioned $yz794 of Alexandria, for 
the Peace of the Church, and the dlofing up the Divi- 


ſronbetween the Greets and the L aries about the Words 
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goia and vwopac, in Chap. 29, of the firſt Book of his 
Hiſtory, tellsus, That although ſome thought that both 
theſe Words were Synonymous, and conſequently that 
as Three Subſtances wereby no means to be admitted in 
the Trinity, ſo neither ought we to acknowledge Three 
Subſitences therein, yet that others, and thoſe much 
the greater, and niore prevailing part, judged quite 0- 
therwiſe; in theſe Words. Alii vero quibus longe aliud 
Subſtantia quam Subſiſtentia ſignificare videbatur, dicebant 
qudd Subſtantia rei alicajus Naturam rationemque, qui con- 
ſtat, deſignet ; Subſiſtentia | autem uniuſcujuſque Perſc- - 
ne hoc ipſum quod extat & ſubſitit, oftendat ; 1dedque prop- 
ter Sabellii Hereſin tres eſſe Subſiſtentias okrate, quod 
quaſi Tres Subſiſtentes Perſonas ſignificare viderentur , ne- 
fuſpicionem daremus tanquam uf 114 fidei ſettatoves ferns, 
ue Trinitatem in Nominibus tantum, ac non in Rebus, ac 
Subſiſtentiis confiretur. So that we ſee herg, a full, and * 
clear Account both of the Sence of this Word, and of 
the Reaſon, Why the Charch thought fit to eſtabliſh the 
uſe of it with reference to the Perſons of the Bleſſed. 
Trinity.. "as 
7516 WR Teſtimony ſhall be from Boer: who flouri- 
ſhed about the beginning of the 6th Century. He in, 
Chap. 2. of his Book de duabus Naturis in ans Perſons 
Chriſti, firſt gives us this Definition of a Perſon, that it 
is Rationabilis N ature individua Subſiſtentia, (according to 
which,our Authors W ar-Horſe is like to fall from his Perſonal 
Dignity.) And afterwards, having difcourſed about the 
irene of goa, voiwor, and vwopaci, he concludes the 


- aid Chapter thus. Hec omnia idcirco ſunt ditta, ut differen- 


tiam Nature atque Perſons, id eſt voias atque vie agus 
wonſtraremus : Goo viſb nomine unumquodque oporteat appel- 
lari, Eccleſiaftice ſit locutionis Arbitrium ; ut tamen hoc in- 
terim conitet, quid inter Naturam Perſonamque diferre Pre- 

xImus. 
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diximus. By all which he givesus a very Plain, Rational, 
and Scholaſtick Account of this Matter. | 
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The next, whom-Igſhall produce to Vouch the ſame z,7us 
Thing, is Ru#icus Diaconus, who lived and flouriſhed Diacon. 


abour the middle of the Sixth Century. He in Chap. 6. 
of his Book contra Acephalos'; tells the Neſtorian Here- 
zick, (whom he is there by way of Dialogue diſputing 
with) That Sab{tentia interdum.Perionam (ignificat ,non- 
zunquam vero Subſtantiam. And accordin os , that the 
Council of Epheſus diſtinguiſhed in our Saviour, aliud 8& 
aliud, viz. in re{pe&t of his Two Natures, but not alinm 
& alium in reſpect of his Perſon, which was but Oze : 
And this quite contrary to what we obſerve in the Tr;- 
nity, Ihic enimalius & alius, ve Subſiftentias confundamus ; 
on verd aliud & aliud. Unum enim Tria & idem Deitate. 
To which Words of the Syz04d, this Author {ubjoyns 
theſe of his own. Ecce mans, Synoai Univerſalis 
Authoritas Subſiſtentias pro Perſonis ſuſcepit atque lauda- 
vit, This alfo, I think, is very full and fatisfattory. 


- I ſhall cloſe theſe particular Teſtimonies with Two ,;,,,,,, 
Paſſages in the Appendix to the Breviary of Liberatms Diacaue. 


the Deacon, who alſo lived about the middle of the 
. Sixth Century, as I find it in Crab#'s Collection of the 


Councils, Tom. 2. P. 126. Col. 2. and which the very - 


Learned Dr. Cave obſerves, is the only Edition of the 
Councils, where it is to be found.. The firſt Paſſage is 
this. Idem Natura & Subitantia, quod commune, non pro- 
prium ſignificat, & idem Perſona & Subſiſtentia, quod pro- 
prium, & 208 commune declarat. And the other follows a- 


bout Ten Lines after in the ſame Column. Sarite ergo 
 Trinitatis una quidem eft Natura atque Subitantia. Com- 
munis eft enim 1rium Subſtantia, ox autem una Subſiſteg- 
tia, ſeu a Trium, viz. Patris, & Filii, & Spiritus 
Santi, ſed 

2 


res Subſiftentie ſunt, In which cy we 
ve 
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have ſo very clear and pregnant a Declaration of the 
Thing Contended for by us, that a clearer cannot poſſi- 
bly be given, nor reafonably defied. 

And therefore to add no more Private, or Single Au- 


The Late- thorities, I ſhall conclude all with that of a Conmzl;not 
ran Council. General one indeed, but that Lareran held under Pope 


Martin the firſt of 105. Biſhops about the Year 649, 
or 650, and by way of Preparation for the Sixth Gene- 
ral one, andof Conſtantinople the third ; called (as we 
have already ſhewn) by Conftantinns Pogonatus, 'and 
held the following Year againſt the Monothelites, The 
firſt Decree of which ſaid Lateran Synod, is this : Siquis 
ſecundiim Santos Patres non confiretur proprie & weraciter 
Patrem, Filium,& Spiritum Santtum,Trimtatem in Unitate 
& Unitatem in Trinitate, hoc eft, unums Deum in Tribus 
Subſiftentiis conſubſt antialibus, equalis glorie, unam, ean- 
Ademque Trium Deijatem, Naturam, Subtantiam, & Virtu- 
tem, &C. fit condemnatts. Now this does as manifeſt! 
place the Three Divine Perſons in Three diftinffSubſiſtences, 
as it is poſſible for Words to expreſs. For it is evident, 
that by Sbſiſtentiss cannot be here meant SubHartiss ; 
foraſmuch as[ Subſtantiis conſub#antialibus] would neither 
be Truth, nor Sence. | 7 

And now,all that I pretend to from the foregoing-Te- 
ſtimonies and Quotations, 1s not to prove, that the 'La- 
tin Church has alway made uſe of the 'Ferms Fhpo#aſes, 
Sabſoſtentie, & Moat Subſitendi, about the Explication of 
the Trinity, (for T own it to have been otherwiſe,) but 
that from the Fourth Century downward, thoſe of that 
Communion were /not Strangers to, and-unacquainted 
with theſe Words ; many great and Eminent I riters 
having from time to time more or leſs applyed them to 
this Purpoſe. But the main Proof of the Point driven 


-at I ſtate upon the Latter Ages of the Carholick Church. 


Concerning 
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Concerning which I dare and do affirm, That for the 
* Five or Six laſt Centuries, the ſaid Terms-have been U- 
niverſally received and uſed by Divizes in their Wri- 
tings and Diſcourſes about the Tr:zty; all ſtating the 
Perſonalities and diHtinttion of the Divine Perſons upon 
ſo many di#init Subſiſtences,or Modes of Subſiſtence ; there- 
in following the Greek Fathers, who were much more 
verſed in this Controverſie,, and mannaged it much bet- 
ter and more exactly than the Ancient Latizes did. 


Accordingly, I ſhall proceed now to the School-mer ; :,ntard. 


amongſt whom I ſhall begin with the Father of them, 
viz, Peter Lombard, who in Book 1. of his *Sentences, 
Diſtintt. 25. and Point, or Sed. g. ſpeaks thus. Cum di- 
citur alia eſt Perſona Patris, alia Filit, alia Spiriths Santi, 
utique id ſane intelligs poteſt, ut ſit ſenſus talis ; Alia eſt 
Subſiſtentia, vel Hypoſtaſis Patris, alia Subſiſtentia Filiz, 
alia Subſiſtemtia Spiritiis Sant#1 ; & alia Subſiſtentia Pater, 
alia Filizs, alia Spiritus Sanctus. By which ſurely it is 


plain, That he ſtates the Divize Perſons and their Perſc- 


aalities upon Subſiſtence,. if any thing can be o. 


Next to Lombara, I ſhall produce Alexſis,who in'Vol.1. qrexiner 


and Book x. de Divinu nominibus in ſpeciali, has theſe Paſ- Arnjs.. 


_— In Divinis non dicitur una ſubſiſtemia, ſicut uni 
ſu 


tantia. Queſt. 57. Memb. 3. And Tres ſunt Hypo- 


taſes unins Eſſentiz, Quzit. 58. Memb: 3. And Perſona 
br: Hhpoſeaſs proprietate ſui diſtintta, Queſt. 58, Memb. 4. 
By all 

tended for.. 


which he manifeſtly Afſerts the thing here con-- 


| 


After him, let us ſee what Durandus ſays, who un- »,,,,;z. 


dertaking to give the fignification of Subſtantia, Subſi- 
ſtentia, Eſſentia. and Perſona, with reference to God, in 
order to the Explication of the Term Subſiſtentia, firſt 
fells us,, What it is to Sabſeſ?, in theſe Words. Subſiſtere 


aicit detagninatum eſſendi modum, prout ſeilicet aliquid eſt 
Exs 
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Enwper ſe, & non in alio. A little after which, he tells . 
us, That Nomen Perſone dicit ſuppolitum Intelletfualis Na- 
ture, cui omnia Praditta conveniunt, cil. Eſſentia, Sub- 
ſtantia & Subſiſtentia. By which he gives us a moſt exa&t 
Account and Definition of a Perſon ; which (in Izteli- 
gent Beings) is nothing elſe but an Eſſence, or Subſtance 
(Terms Synonymous 1n God) ander 4 Subſiſtence peculiarly 
belonging toit. And inthe end of this Queſtion, he fur- 
ther explains the Perſonalities of the Divine Perſons by 
ſo many diſtini# Relations, in theſe Words. Perſona, - 
que multiplicatur in Divinis, includit in eo, de quo dicitur, - 
aliquid, qhod non eſt ommino idem ſecundum rem vel ex natu- 
14 ret cum Eſſentis vel Subſtantial, ſcilicet Relationem ; ra- 
tone cujus plarificatur Perſona in Diyinis, & non efſentia. 
Durandus Lib. x. Diſtinct. 23. _ 2. 

Thomas Aquinas alſo we ſhall find giving his Judg- 

fe ſame” purpoſe, and that very fully 
and clearly. Dicendum ( lays he) quid quanmwuis hot 
Nomen | Subſtantia ] in Latino reſpondere wideatur huic 
Nomini [ Hypoſtaſis] in Graco, non tamen onnind idem 
ſignificat ſecundum uſum utriuſque lingue. Nam hoc nomen 
[Hypoſtaſis] apud Graecos fignificat tantuum Subſtantiam par- 
Picularem que eſt ſubſtantia prima ; ſed Latini utuntur No- 
mine Subſtantie tam pro. prima _ pro ſecundl Subſtantia 
autem particularis nihil aliud videtur, quam quid diſtinitum 
Subſiſtens. Cum ergo in Divinis invenitar aliquid diſtin- 
tum ſubſiſtens, rette ibicNomen [Hypoſtaſis] dici poteſt, 
ſecundum quod Divina verbis humanis ſignificari contin- 
git. And again, Dicendum qudd hoc Nomen |[ Perſona] non 
differt ab hoc nomine [ Hypoſt aſis] niſs quod addit determina- 
tam Naturam ; quod patet ex hoc, qo Hh poſraſt eſt Indi- 
#9669; 1x ap? Perſona verd Inaividua ſubſtantia Ratio- 
ature, Hypoſtaſis ergo in Rationali Naturs accepta 

nihil aliud eſt, quam Perſona, ſicut Animal cum Rationali 
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; Actu nihil aliud eſt quam Homo. Unde cam Dgvina NaPura 


fit Rationalis, (largo modo accipiendo Rationale pro quolibet 
Intelleftuali) oportet qudd Hypotaſis Divina ſit idem quod 
Perſona Divina. And preſently after, as to the Relative 
Nature of this Hypoſtaſis, he adds this at the end of the 
Article. Scat ergo hoc Nomen [ Perſona] in Divinis ſig- 
nificat Relationem per moaum rei Subſiſtentis, ſic & hoc No- 
men | Hypo#taſis.] Thomas in Scripto 2. in Sentent. Lib.r. 
Diſtin& 26, Quzit. 1. Artic. 1, 2. And again in his 
Comment upon the Epiſtle to the Romans, Cap. 1. N:- 
hil aliud eſt Perſona quam Fypoſtaſis aut ſuppoſitum Ratio- 


nalis Nature. 


Next to Thomas, let us hear Cajetan, one of the moſt cajeray, 


Eminent Commentators upon him, who defending Bo- 
naventure againlt Scotus, ſpeaks thus as to this particular. 
Subſtantia dupliciter ſumitur, & pro Eſſenti4 & pro Hy- 
poitaſi (i. e.) Subſiftentia, Atque hoc ſecundo modo Sub- 
ſtantia, 1d eſt, Hypoſtaſis dicitur formaliter de Perſoul Di- 
wind, & quod ſimul ac ſemel Perſona Divina e#t Hypoſtaſs 
& tamen Relatio. Adding theſe Words immediately 
hereupon. Her omnia communia ſunt omnibus Theologis. 
Cajetan in 1 'Thom#z, Quzſt. 40. Artic. 2. 


From Cajetar I ſhall paſs to Greg. de Valentid, who Greg. de 
diſcourſes of the Divine Perſons and Perſonalities thus, #9 


Ex hoc conſequenter apparet, debere concedi 1n Divinis Tres 
Subſiſtentias reſpettivas, non ſolum ut Subſiitertia accipitur 
pro Tota Perſoni, ut definitio Eccleſiz declarat ; ſed etiam ut 
accipitur pro grad illo ultimo Subſtantiali conſtituente Per- 

onam & reddente illam incommunicabilem, quem Theologi 
appellare ſolent Subſiſtentiam, & et ipſa Perſonalitas. G. de 
Valentia Tom. 1. Diſputar. general: 2. Quzſt.3. Artic. 2. 


P. 741: 


* To Gregory ae Valentia, we will ſubjoin Eſtins, who #ftiz. 


ſpeaking of the Words Per ſoa and Hypoſtaſis as they 
N n. were 


&75 


4 


SuUarere 


; 
E |  Repalda, 


Animadtverſions, &&c. - KY 


weve uſed by the Greeks and Latines, and of the ſence of 
the Fathers about them, ſpeaks thus. Horum Authorita- 


 Fempoſteriores Graci itd ſunt ſecuti, ut Hypoſtaſim in Dis 


vinis non aliud intelligant, quam quod Latini Perſonam wvo- 
cant, maxime cum in promptu non eſſet aliud Vocabulum, quo 
Subſiſtentiam illam per ſonalem,qua inter ſe diſtinguuntur Pa- 
ter, & Figue, & Spiritus Santtus, commoar atque inoffense 
exprimerent. Eſtius in ſentent. lib. x. Diſtinct. 23. Arti- 
culo 3. By which Words it appears, That according 
to this Author, it is this Perſozalis Subſiſtentia, by which 
the Three Divine Perſons are diſtinguiſhed, and conſe-- 
quently in which the proper Perſozality of each of them 
does confitt. | 
After: E/tizs let us caſt our Eye upon Szarez, ſpeaking 

much the ſame Thing with thoſe before mentioned. Ad- 
vertendam eſt (lays he) hoc nomen [Subſiftentia] apud 
Antiquos Patres frequentius accipi in Vi concreti ad ſignifi 
caudam Hypoſtaſim ſeu Perſonam, In quo ſexſu nulla eſt 

Queſtio inter Catholicos, nam de fide eſt, dari in Trinitate 

Tres Subſiſtentias realiter diſtindtax, id eſt Tres Hypoſtaſes.. 
Suarez 1n 1 Thom de Trinitatis Myſterio 1b. 3. cap. 4. 

And then again for the Relative Nature of the ſaid Sub- 
ſpores, he gives this Account of the Divize Perſons and 

their Perſonalities. Ex his que hattenns diximmus, &C. con-: 
cluditur Relationem Perſonalem. eſſe etiams proprietatem con- 
ſtituentem Perſonam [ ſeu qui conſtitaitur Perſona.] De 

Trinit. lib. 7. cap. 7. in the beginning. | 

To all which I {hall add, Martizez Rzpalda, a ſhort, 

but Judicious Writer upon the Sentences, ſpeaking of 
the Term [Hypoſtaſzs] in theſe Words. Heretic: (fays 

he) referente Hieronymo, e4 woce abutebantur ad decipien- 

dum fideles ; jam et ſignificantes Eſſentiam, jam Per ſonali-- 
ratem & a anne bot me By which laſt 

eh 


Expreſſion this Author ma y ſhews, That he takes. 
Perſonality 
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Perſonality and Incommunicable Subſiſience for Words Sy- 

nonymous ; and conſequently that ſuch a Subſrſtence is 
and muſt be that, by which a,D:ivize Perſon is conſtitu- 
ted formally, what he is. 

I cannot think it neceſſary to quote any more of this 
ſort of Writers, nor am T ollicitous to alledge many of 
them, becauſe T am well aſſured (according to the fore- 
cited Saying of Cajetan) that theſe are the Terms, and 
this the Language of them all apon this Subject, Only I 
think fit to remark this: That, whereas T fave alledged 
ſome of the School-men (and particularly Durandas, Tho- 
74s, and Suarez) expreſſing the Divine Perſonalities by 
Relations, as well as by Hypoſtaſes, or Subſiſtences, as they 
do in both theſe mean but one and the ſame Thing, viz. 
a Relative Subſiſtence, or a Subſiſting Relation; ſo by both 
of them they equally overthrow this Author's Hyporheſzs, 
deriving the Divine Perſonalities from Self-C Joh 9" 
Foraſmuch as S«bſiſtexce is in Natare before it, and Rel/a- 
ti0z 1s oppoſite to it ; it having been demonſtrated by me 
in Chap. 4. That Self-Conſciouſneſs is a Thing wholly 
Abſolute and Irrelative, and therefore cannot poſſibly be 
the Formal Reaſoz of that which is Eſſentially Relative. 
In a word, Self-Conſcionſneſs is neither an Hhpoſtaſts nor 
a Relation; and therefore can have nothing to do here, 
co agg other Employment this Author may have 

or it. | 

_ Andnow TI ſhall ar laſt deſcend to the Teſtimony of 
{ſeveral Mederz Divines, and all of them Men of Note in 
the Times in which they lived. And amongſt theſe, let 
us firſt hear Philip Melanfhon in his common places ,,,, ., 
ſpeaking thus upon this Head. Satzs conſtat ({ays he) 

veteres Seriptores Eccleſte ſolitos hac duo vocabula SEES 

goiay & vaop ac, © dicere unam efſe watay, id elt, E/- 
| Non2 | ſentiam 
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ſentiam aternam Patris, & Filii, & Spirits Santi, ſed 


Chemnitius 


ſeu repre viraptews, modo 


Calvin. 


ſonam woco Su 


Peter Mar- 
Ir. 


Ires UT aGas. 

From him we will paſs to Chemnitizs who Wrote up- 
on Melanfthou's CommowPlaces : He in the firſt Chap- 
ter of -his Book de duabus in Chriſto Naturis, gives his O- 
pinion thus. FHypoſtaſes ſeu Perſone Trinitatis omnes u- 
num ſunt propter Iaentitatem Eſſentie ſue, atque aded non 
differunt Eſſentialiter, _ una extra aliam & ſine 
al;i ſubſiſtit. © And preſently after this, Relatione autens 

ſelbice Subſiſtendi realiter dif- 
erunt. RE | 

Aﬀter Chemnitizs let us conſider what Calvin ſays ; 
in Book 7. of his I»ſtitutions, Chap. 13. Set. 2. Filium 
Dei Apoſtolus charafterem Hypoſtaſeos Patris nominans, 
haud dubie aliquam Patri Subſiſtentiam aſſignat in qui diffe- 
rat a Filio. Nam pro Eſſentia accipere (ſicati fecerunt qui- 
dam Interpretes, &Cc.) non durum modo fed abſurdum quoque 
efſet. And _ in Sed. 6. of the ſame Chapter. Per- 

fiſtentiam in Det eſſentit, que ad alios relata 
proprietate incommunicabili diſtinguitur. Subſiſtentie no- 
mine aliud quiddam intelligi volumus quams Eſſentiam. 

In the next place Peter Martyr gives us the ſame Ac- 
count of the ſame Subjet. Multd reins (ſays he) & 
wveriws intelligemus ex iſto loco (nempe 2 Samuels Cap. 7. 
Commate 23.) Tres Perſonas in Uni Naturi Divini, Pa- 
trem, inquam, Filium & Spiritum Santtum, que cum ſint 
Tres Hypoſt aſes,t amen concluduntaur in Unam Eſſentiam. Pe-. 
trus Martyr Loc. Com. p. 5©. col. 2. Loco de Dei Attri- 
butis & Sacro-SanQ2 Trinitate. 

Likewiſe Wolfzangus Maſculus in his Common Places 
under the particular Head or common Place de Deo, de- 
clares the Matter thus. Eft it#aque Deus Eſſentid4 Unus 
guemadmodum & Naturis & Divinitate,Hypo#taſj verd Tri- 
vw. Anda little after, Hee ſunt manifeſts fide tenenda, 


Deum, 
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Deum, viz. Efſe Unum Efſentii, Naturl, Divinitate, ſen- 
tentil, motione, & Operatione,Trinum verd Tribus Perſonis, 


quarum ſingulis ſua eſt Hypoſtaſis & Proprietas, Muſe. Loc. 


Comm. cap. 6. p. 7. And a little before ſpeaking of 


the difference of voia and vwopac, and in what ſence 
the Azciexts underſtood theſe Words. Yoce Eſſentie 
(fays he) id expreſſerant (nempe Veteres) quod commune 
eſt in Sacri Triage : per Hypoſtaſim verb quod Unicuique 
Perſone proprium in illd eſt, ſignificarunt. p. 6. ibid. 
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Piſcator alſo in his Theological Theſes, ſpeaks after the Piſcator. 


ſame manner. Quum igitur AoyQs ſemper egy 
e 


«Dei, quis non videt Aoyoy af quo loquitur Johannes, ſemper 


fuiſſe Perſonam ſeu Hypoſtaſim, rem ſcilicet per ſe Subſ- 
ſtentem, Loc. 2.de Deo. p. 57, 58. 


Agreeably to this, Til/enus an Eminent Divine expreſ- Tilms. 


ſes himſelf in his Body of Divinity, dwopacas (lays 
he) ſwve Perſone ſunt illa ipſa vgia que in ſingulis Perſonis 
eft Tota ; ipſe vero Relationibus ſrve Proprietatibus wa- 
exxTIEA ai ſunt diftindie. And again, Simpliciter 
aicimuns Proprietates iſtas Sraxgrrinas eſſe diverſos Teges 
uraptews hoc eſt, modos SubſiFendi. Tilen. Syntag. par.r. 
CAP. 20. P. 129. 


The Learned Urſizug in his Theological Treatiſes under Viz. 


the Head De tribus Perſonis in Uni Deitate declares the 
ſame. Tenendum eſt, nequaquam eandem eſſe Patris, Filit 
& Spiritius Santti Perſonam ; ſed Tres eſſe Perſonas ſeu Hy- 
poſtaſes Divinitatis reips4 diſtinitas, nec plures nec pauciores. 
Urſini Oper. Theol. Queſt. 4. Theſi 2. By which we 
ſee that this great Divine reckons Subſiſtence to be ſo 
much the Ground and Reaſon of Perſonality, that he 
uſes Perſona and Hhpoſtaſts as Terms perfeQly equiva- 
lent. 


- But there would be no end of Particulars ſhould T rw aims 


quote all that might be quoted, and therefore I ſhall 
conclude 


» 
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conclude all theſe ſingle Teſtimonies with that of Tur= 
retinas, late Profeſſor of Divinity at Geneva, who gives 
us this full and Judicious Account, in his common Pla- 
ces, of the Point here before us. Fides - Orthodoxa hac 
eſt, in Unicl as Simpliciſſima Det Efſentid Tres eſſe diſtin- 
ca as Perſonas, que Proprietatibus Incommunicabilibus ſive 
Modis Subſiſtendi ita inter ſe diſtinguuntur, ut una non ſit 
alia,licet per ineffabilem Teexyupno maneant ſemper & ex- 
iſtant in ſe invicem. 'Turretinus part. x. Loco 3. 
Quelt. 28. 
In the laſt place to confirm the Teſtimonies of parti- 
| cular Perſons, with the joynt Suffrage and Concurrence 
= A- of whole Charches in their Pablick Confeſſions, T ſhall 
con. mention ſome of them. And amongſt theſe, the Augu- 
ſtan, or Auſperg Confeſſion, gives this Account of the 
Trinity. Eceleſie (ſcilicer Reformate) magno conſenſu do- 
cent Decretum Synod: Nicene credendum eſſe, viz. Quid ſit 
Una Eſſentia Divina, & tamen ſint Tres Perſone ejuſdem 
Eſſentie, &c. Et Utuntur nomine Perſone ed fignificatione 
qui uſt ſunt Scriptores Eccleſiaftici, ut ſ1gnificet non partem, 
aut qualitatem, ſed quod proprie Subſiſtit. Confefſio Augu- 
ſtana in Articulo fidei x. 
Wirtin- Next to this we have the Wirtemberg Confeſſion de- 
berg Con- Claring the ſame in the very beginning of it. Credimus 
—_ confitemur Unum ſolum Deum, &c. Et in hic uni @& 
AEterni Deitate Tres eſſe per ſe Subſsſtentes proprietates ſeu 
Perſonas, Patrem, Filium & Spiritum SantFum, This Con- 
feſlion was made and given forth in the Year 1552. 
The Galli- Likewiſe the Gallican Reformed Churches in their Con- 
can Con- feſſion made in the Reign of Charles the IX. and in the 
ieſhon- Year 1561. declare themſelves much the fame way up- 
on this Article. Saxita Scriptura nos docet in ili ſtngulari 
& ſimplice Eſſentia Divind Subſiftere TresPerſonas,Patrem, 
Filium, & Spiritum Santtum. hs 
| A 
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* Add to theſe the Belzick Confeſhon alſo, recognized, 


approved, and ratifyed in the Synod of Dort ; which; 


its eighth Article ſpeaks of the Divine Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity thus. Flec diſtin&io [viz. Perſonarum] 
n0n efficit ut Deus in Tres ſit diviſus,quandoquidem Scriptura 
nos docet Patrem, Filium, & Spiritum Santtum ſingulos di- 
ſftinilam habere ſuis Proprietatibus Hypoſtaſim, which 
Words are extremely expreſſive and full. 

But as touching theſe Confeſſions, the Reader ought 
not in Reaſon to be diſſatisfied that T produce no more of 
them to the preſent purpoſe, (out of thoſe many which 
are extant) ſince it has been ſtill the Cuſtom of moſt 
Churches to draw up their Confeſſions in Terms as ge- 
neral and ſhort as they well could. So that we are the 
lefs to wonder if we ſeldom meet with ſuch Words in 
them as are Explicatory and Particular. 

And now after all theſe Authorities thus alledged by 
me, I would defire this Confident Man (whom I am 
here diſputing with) to look back upon the fore-mentio- 
ned Greek and Latin Fathers, Conncils, Schoot-men, and 
all thoſe Eminent Moderz Divizes,- together with the 
Clergy of whole Coantreys and Nations, Solemnly and 
Unanimouſly declaring themſelves in their Publick A- 
vowed Confeſſions of Faith, upon this great Article and 
Myſtery ; I fay, I defire him to look all theſe in the 
Face, and to tell them, That they have hitherto abuſed 
the whole World with falſe Notions of the T7izity, by 
exprefling the Divine Perſons and Perſonalities by Hypo- 

ftaſes, Subſittences, and Modes of  Subſiftence, Words (as 
he ſays) importing /ttle better than Sabellianiſm, and 
ſerving for nothing elſe but to obſcare, perplex, and con- 
found the Minds and Fhoughts of Men 1n conceiving, or 
dilcourſing of this Weighty and Sacred Point: of our 
Chriitian Faith. *Fhis, I require him, in defence of 
what 
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what he has ſo expreſly, peremptorily, and Magiſteri- 
ally affirmed.all along in his Book, to do ; if his Heart 
and Forehead will ſerve him for it. 

In the mean time I have here delivered in all the Te- 
ſtimonies both Greek and Latin, Ancient and Modern, 
which I think fit to offer in behalf of the Point pleaded 
ior : Though, ſhould IT have repreſented all that oc- 
currs in the fore-cited Authors (beſides many others not 
mentioned) to the ſame purpoſe, I ſhould not ſo much 
have quoted, as (upon the Matter) Trayſcribed them. 

And now, if any one ſhould ask me, Whether I look 
upon theſe Teſtimonies as ſufficiently repreſenting the 
Doctrine of the Catholick Charch upon this Head of Dz- 
Vinity * 

I Anſwer, That barely by way of Indu#tion they do 
not ; ſince an 1-d«&#ioz ought to conlift of a greater Col- 
le&ion of Particulars. Nevertheleſs I avouch this num- 
ber of Teſtimonies to be a full and ſufficient Repreſenta- 
tion of the ſence of the Church herein, if we conſider 
them as joyned with, and ſupported by theſe Three fol- 
lowing Conſiderations. As | 

Firſt, Thar it is morally impoſſible, that the Perſons 
above quoted, being of ſuch Eminent Note in the Church, 
both for Orthodoxy and Learning, and Living (moſt of 
them) art ſuch great diſtance both of 'Time and Place, 
(rendring all Communication between them impraCti- 
cable) ſhould, or could preſume to expreſs themſelves 
upon ſo Sacred an Article, and ſo Tender a Point, but in 
ſuch Terms as were generally received, uſed, and ap- 
proved of by the Church. | 

Secondly, That theſe Terms were never yet Con- 
demned, nor the Uſers of them Cenſured by any Church, 
or Council, accounted Orthodox ; which in ſo great, and 
fo revered an Article they would infallibly have _ 
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| tad they been judged axfir for, or anapplicable to, the 
Things to which they were aQuually applyed, as this 
bold Author with great Confidence affirms them to 
be. | 
Thirdly and Laſtly, That hardly any Church-Writer 
of conſiderable Remark and Name can be produced, 
whoever treated of thisgreat Subject in any otherTerms 
than thoſe expreſſed by us, or particularly made uſe of 
the Terms Se/f-Conſcriouſwmeſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to 
explain it by. All being wholly ſilent of them in all 
thoſe Writings in which they do moſt particularly and 
exaQly deſign a Diſcuſſion of theſe Matters. 

Theſe Three Conſiderations, I ſay, added to the 
fore-alledged Quotations irrefragably prove them to be a 
true, ;juſt, and ſufficient Repreſentation of the Sence 
and Dottrine of the Catholick Church in this Matter ; and 
that it is utterly inconſiſtent with the Common Reaſon, 
Principles and Practice of Mankind, that it ſhould be 0- 
therwiſe. : And as for what concerns this Author, whom 
- Lam diſputing with, I dare affirm yet further, that any 
one-or two of the Paſſages quoted by me, are more full 
and clear to the purpoſe I quote them for, than all that 
he has produced from the ſeveral Fathers alledged by 
him for his Self-Conſcionſneſs and Mutual-C onſrionſrel; put 
together; and much more than his forlorn yogggy m1 o4phua 
cired. out of Gr. Nyſſez to prove the Sox an Infinite Mind 
aiſtinet from the Father, Page 102. That is to ſay, than 
Three vagrant Words applyed by him , to he knows not 
what, and to be found (for ought appears) he knows not 
where. _ ey 

All which being manifeſtly fo, I deſire any Sober Per- 
{on. to ſhew me ſomething but like a Reaſon to prove, 
That the Fathers and other Charch-Writers (from whom 
all theſe Quotations were drawn) placed the Per ſonal 

| Oo Diſtinfion 
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Diſtinition of the Divine Perſons in Self-Conſciouſneſs, andi 
hs Unity only in Mutaal-Conſciouſneſs. One -—— King ; 
as theſe Words were never ſo much as mentioned by 
them, ſo I affirm, That, whenſoever, in ſpeaking of 
the Trinity they proceed beyond” the bare: Word and: 
Name of Perſoz, {oas to give any Account of the Thin 
ſignified thereby, and the Reaſon thereof, they do it 
conſtantly by Sabſiſtences, Modes of Subſittence, and 'Re- 
lations. This T am poſitive in; and withal, that, as 
they never mention the Or for yg nt and My- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs upon this Subject, ſo I averr moreover, 
That.when they uſe the Words Swbſitences,. Modes of 
Saubſeftence and: Relations on the anefide, and of Unity, or 
Identity of Nature, Eſſence, or Subſtante' on: the other,. 
(which they always do) they neitherdo, nor can mean: 
Self-Conſcionſneſs by the former, nor Mutual-Eonſcioaſneſs- 
by the latter, nor yetthe Things ſignified: by either ob 
theſe Terms. _ that a theſe Reaſons. 

Firſt, Becauſe all Modes of Being importing. Exiftence,. 
are in Order of Natare pre uers: + rapes. Pore 'acy 
of Being ;. ſuch as are Kzowledge, Wiſdom, Power, and* 
the like. - And” Se/f-Conſciouſneſs 1s no more; as bei . 
= a branch, or ſort of Kowleage,. and nothing =” 
And 

Secondly, Becauſe nothing a can give. Di/tin-- 
Hion and Incommunicability. to the. Divine: Perſons, the- 
Rule of the Schools being undeniably true, Nom dari in 
Divinis Abſolutum Incommunicabile, Gr..Valent: Tom, r.. 
Pag. 874. But ſuch a Thing I affirm Coogee 
to 4 and in Chap. 4. have abundantly proved it ſo. . So. 
that. it is evident, 'Fhat all the Fathers and Ancient Wri-. 
zers in all the Terms which gy oye to expreſs the Tri-- 
airy and Divine Perſons by, had no regard to Self-- 
Conſciouſneſs,. either Name or Thing,. and __ 

| | y. 
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ly that it is a Term wholly foreign and unapplicable 
£0 this purpoſe. And what is {aid of their ſilence about 
Self-Conſciouſneſs extends to Matuel-Conſciouſneſs too. 
And the Truth is, the other forementioned Terms aſ- 
ſerted by us againſt this Innovator, are to be looked up- 
.on by all Sober Intelligent Men as a ſet of ſtated Words, 
or Forms of Expreſſion firſt pitched upon by the Ableft 
Divines and Writers of the Church, then countenanced 
and owned by Councils, and laſtly eſtabliſhed by a kind 


282 


of Preſcription founded upon a long continued ule of the 


lame throughout the ſeveral Ages of the Church, as the 
beſt and fitteſt helps to guide Men 1n their Conceptions 
of, and Diſcourſes about this great Myſtery ; and ſuch 
as the Charch, in treating of ſo arduous a Point, never 


yet would, nor durſt go beyond. $So that the Geeſtign 
nd made. 


now is, Whether they ought to be abandoned a 


to give place to a New, Muſhrom, unheard of Notion, © 


ſet up by one Confident Man preferring himſelf before 
all Antiquity ? A Notion, (00 doubt) long before he 
was Born, throughly conſidered, canvaſed and laid a- 
ſide, as not only inſufficient, but Impertinent to give any 
tolerable Account of the Tr:zzty by. 

Well ; but having declared this for the Catholick, Or- 
thodox, and Received Dodrine about the Bleſſed Trinity, 
Viz. That it is one-and the ſame Divine Nature, Eſſence, or 
Subſtance diverſified into Three diſtin& Perſons by Three di- 
Stinct Modes of Subſiſtence, or Relations, ſo that by wertue 
thereof God is truly and properly ſaid to be Three Perſons, 
and 'T hree Perſons to be One God. Having, I ſay, vouch- 
ed this for the DoCtrine of the Church, let us 1n the laſt 
place ſee what this Author has to objeCt againſt it. And 
here his 

Firft Reaſon (to put it into Form for him for once) 
may run thas : ES conſtitutes and —— 

O 2 the 
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the Divine Perſoris, is really and truly in God, but 
Moaes of Subſiſteiice are not really and ly in God, and 


| therefore Modes of Subſiſtence do not conſtitute, or di- 


—_— the Divine Perſons. The Major is evident, and 
ſhall be readily granted him: . And the Minor he poſi- 
tively aſſerts, by denying any Modes to be 5n God, -as 
particularly in Page 47. in theſe Words. A Men grant 
(fays he) that there are no Accidents, Qualities, or Modes 
inGod. And again, Pag. 84. There are no Modes, no 
more than there are Qualities and Accidents in the Deity, 
So that we ſee here, what this Author holds concerning 
all Modes with reference to God. | 

. In Anſwer to which Argument, as IT have formed it 
(and I challenge. him to ſhew that T have at all wronged 
him in it, if he can) Ideny the Minor, viz. That Modes 
of Subſiſtence are not in God : And as: for his Two fore- 
cited general Aſſertions :. That Modes are- no. more to be 
allowed in Godthan Qualities and Accidents (which by the 
way are {o put —_— as if Qualities were. not Acri- 
dents) T have theſe Two Things to remark upon thoſe 
Two Affertions ſo poſitively laid down by him. 

Firſt, That it is a groſs —— and no ſmall proof 
of Ignorance,. to reckon things ſo vaſtly different as 
Modes and Atcidents are, upon. the ſame- Range, or Le- 
vel, and then toargue andaffirm the-ſame thing of borh. 
And therefore I. do here with the ſame Poſitiveneſs tell 
him, That Modes and Accidents do extremely ditter:; and 
that none of any skill either in Logick,, or” Metaphyſicks e- 
ver accounted them the ſame.. For an Accident affects 
the SubjeQ; it belongs to, ſo, thar'it is alſo a d;fixtt. Be- 
#ng it ſelf. But a Moat affects it ſo, that it is not a dint 
Being it ſelf. I will not deny but Accidents may ſome- 
times in a large and looſe ſence be called Modes : But I 
deny, That Modes are.cither Accidents, or ever {0 c—_ 
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where they are particularly and diſtinQtly treated of b 
themſelves. School-men and Metaphyſicians may ſpea 
very differently of Modes when they mention them occa- 
fionally, and when they diſcourſe of them profeſſedly, and 
under a certain and peculiar Head. And whenſoever 
they doſo, if this Author can bring me any one Logzci- 
an, Metaphyſician, or School-man who takes Accidents 
and Modes promiſcuouſly for the ſame "Things, I dare 
undertake to forfeir to him a greater Sum, than-ever yer 
he received for Copy-money in his Lite. 

* Secondly, My next Remark upon his foregoing Aſ- 
ſertion is this : That as it 1s groſly abſurd to confound 
Modes of Being with Accidents ; 1o it is equally abſurd to- 
deny Moaes of Being to. belong tro God. And this I ſhall 
prove both from the manifeſt Reaſqn of the Thing, and 
from Unqueſtionable Authority. d 

Firſt, For the Reaſon of the Thing. If Modes of 
Being ſhould not be allowed in God, .then T affirm it to 
be impoſſible for any DiſtinEtion, and conſequently for 
any Perſozsto bein God. Which T prove thus. If there 
beany diſtinEtion in Goa, or the Dezty, it muſt be either 
from ſome diſtin&t Sub#arce, or ſome Accident, or ſome 
Mode of Being, (forl defie him or _ Mortal breathing 
to aſſigna fourth Thing beſides theſe.) But ir cannot 
be from any diftin&t Se«b/axce, for that would make a 
manifeſt Compoſition in the - Divize Natare ; nor yet 
from any Accident, for that would make a worſe Com- 
poſition :: And therefore it follows, That this Di/tiuion- 
muſt unavoidably proceed from one or more 4dtinc# 
Modes of Being. 'This I affirm, and (according ro my 
promiſe made to this Author in the foregoing Chapter) 
I ſhall be ready to defend the [T;guth of this Afertion a— 
gainſthim, whenſoever he ſhall think fit* to engage. in 
the Diſpute.. 

Secondly, 
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Secondly, Tn the next place, for the proof of this 
from Authority, I affirm, that all Metaphyſicians, School. 
men and Divizes (at leaſt, all thatT have yet met with) 
do unanimouſly concurr in theſe Two Things, 

1. That they utterly deny any Accidents in God. 
And | 
2. That they do as univerſally affirm Modes of Bein 
to be in God, and to belong to him. Nay, and (whic 
is more) That they do in theſe very Modes ſtate the 
Ground and Reaſon of the Perſonalities, and the diſtin- 
Etion thereof reſpettively belonging to the Three Perſons 


.of the Godhead. 


And for a further proof of what I have here affirmed, 


and withal to ſhew how unable this Man's Memory is 
to keep pace with his Coxfidence, whereas in the fore- 
.mentioned page 47. he affirms, That all Men (mark this 


Word) deny Accidents, Qualities and Modes to be in God. 
He himſelf afterwards, in page 48. owns, That the 
School-men hold theſe different Modos Subſifendi in the 


Godhead, and accordingly there ſets himſelf (as well as 


heis able) to confute them for it. Now how ſhall we 


reconcile theſe blind Afertions, that fo cruelly butt and 
run their Heads againſt one another ? For will he ſay, 
That the School-men donot grant fuch Modes to be in God, 
after he himſelfhas done his poor utmoſt to confute them 
for holding it ? Or having ſaid, That all Mez deny theſe 
Modes to be in God, and yet that the School-men grant and 


hold it, will he ſay, That the School-men are not Men, 
.and ſo come not under that Univerſal Appellative ? 
- What the School-mer hold and affert in this Matter, has 


been ſufficiently ſhewn already.ButT muſt needs tell this 
Author nipon this occaſion, That he ſeems to have ſome- 
thing a bed Memory, and withal to have more than or- 
dinary need of a very good one. 

There 
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There is one Thing more which T think fit to obſerve, 
and it is ſomething pleaſant, viz. That our Author ha- 
ving exploded all Modos Subſiftend; in God, and Chaſti-- 
fed the School-men for holding them, even to a forfeiture 
of their Fu Finmanity ;. he yet vouchſafes afterwards, 
by a kind of Correttory Explication, to allow them in 
this ſence, viz. That the ſame Numerical Eſſence is whole 
and entire in each Divine Perſon,but in a different Manner, 
P. 84. Lines 12, 13, 14. By which Words it appearing 
that he grants that of the Manner, which he had before 
denied of the Mods, it is a ſhrewd Temptation to. me 
to think, That certainly this Acute Author takes Mods 
for one Thing, and Marzer for another. 
In fine, I appeal to the Judicious and Impartial Rea-- 
der, Whether a Man could well give a more convincing 
Argument of his utter Unacquaintance with the True 
Principles of Philoſophy and Theology, than by a Con-- 
fdent Aſſertion, of theſ Two Poſitions. 
r. That Accidents and Modes of Being are. the ſame 


Things. And 
2: That ſuch Modes are not at all to-be: allowed of, or- 


admitted in God. 

Secondly, His Secorid Objection againſt our ſtating - 
the diftinition of: the Divine —_— upon T hree different 
Moaes of Subſiſtence, is, That theſe Modes are little better-- 
than Three Names of One God. Which was the Herelie.. 
of Sabellins, P. 8}3.. 

To which, I Anſwer Two Things. 

Firſt, In dire& and abſolute ContradiQtion. to what. 
he aſſerts, I affirm, That-the difterence between T hree: 
Modes of Sabſiitence in the Godhead, and only Three di-- 

int} Names applyed to it, 1s very great. For Nates-. 
and Words depend only upon the Will and Pleaſure of- 


the Impoſer, and not-upon the. Nature of _—— $,. - 
3. 
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ſelf, upon which they are impoſed, and for that cauſe 
neither do nor can Tzternally affe&t it. But on the con- 
trary, all Modes of Sabſiſtence ſpring from the Natare of 
the Thing, or Being, which they affe&, both antece- 
dently to, and (by conſequence) independently upon 
the Apprehenſton, or Will of any one. So that altho? 
neither Man nor Angel had ever conſidered, or thought 
of, or {ſo much as known that there were fuch or ſuch 
things; yet the Modes of Sabſritence proper ro them, 
would have belonged to them, as really and as much as 
they do now. . Andif this Author cannot by this ſee a 
vaſt difference between theſe, and ſo many bare Names, 
(thanks be to God) others can both ſee, and defend it 
roo. But | | 

' Secondly, Whereas he ſays, That theſe 'Three Moltes 
are but little better than Three Names, T Anſwer, That 
his very ſaying {01s a Conceſſion that they are ſome- 
thing at leaſt more and better. To which, I add fur- 
ther, That this ſomething (as ſmall a Difference as it 
makes) is yet ſufficient to diſcriminate things, which 
are only Diſtinguiſhable, and no more. For ſeparable, 
or diviſible from one another, T am ſure they are not. 
Nay, this is ſo far from being a juſt and rational Excep- 
tion againſt placing the difference of the Divine Perſons 
in ſo many difterent Modes of Subſience, that, in the 
Judgment of very Great and Learned Men, it is no 
{mall — for it: For 


| Oucuoioy Toivoy 76 Oep » St. Cyril ſays, That the difference 
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between the Divine Perſons (by 
reaſon of the perfett Unity of 
their Nature (as it were) blot- 
ting out, or raking away all Di- 
verſity between them) us ſo very 
ſmall as but juſt ro diftinguiſh 


them, 


them, and no more ; and to cauſe 
that One of them cannot be called 
the other ; the Father not the Son, 
nor the Son, upon any Account,the 
_ Father &c.Tthought fit to Tran- 
ſcribe the whole Paſſage, tho? 
the latter part, viz. from the 
Words ive pn Teurnys, Oc. 1s 
moſt immediately and direct! 
to the Purpole,which I here al- 
ledge the whole for. 

And Thomas Aquinas tells 
us, That the Divine Perſons 
ought to be diftinguiſhed by that, 
hich makes the leaſt aiſtinition. 

In like manner Durandss af- 
firms, That the firit Inftance of 
Plarality {or remove from U- 
nity] ought to be the leaſt. And 
' therefore that the diſtinition of 

the Divine _— ſence it 1s the 
fir#, ought to be by diftintt Re- 
lations compatible in the ſame 
Eſſence : Which for that _ 
is 4 leſs ditinftion than any that 
can be made by Things Abſolute. 

And Laſtly,Bel/armine averrs 
poſitively, That the diitinftion 
of the Divine Perſons ought to 

e the leaſt that ts poſſible. Sup- 
poſing all along, that it muſt 
fill be Real, and not barely 
Nominal, or Imaginary. This 
was the Judgment of theſe 
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Cyril. Dial. 1. de Trinit. p. 4cg. 
Edit. Lutet, 1638. 

Diftin&tio Perſonarum non 
debet eſle niſi per id, quod mi- 
nimum diſtinguit, hoc eſt, per 
Relationem. Aquiz. primi parte. 
Queit. 40. Articulo 2. prope fi- 
nem. 

Prima pluralitas debet eſſe 
minima ; & ideo diſtinCtio Per- . 
{onarum, = eſt prima, debet 
eſle per Relationes compoſſibi- 
les in eadem Efentia : Et ob 
hoc, eſt minor alia quacunque 
diſtinctione, que fit per Abſo- 
luta.. Durandus Lib. 1. Di- 
Hind, 16, Queſt. 1. in fine. 

DiftinCtio inter Divinas Per- 
ſonas debet efſe minima. Be!- 
larminus Tom. 1. P. 337. Lu- 
tetie Pari|. 


Pp Learned 
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Learned Men ; who as they were far from being Sabel-- 
lians, lo they very well knew both what to aſſert and 
how to expreſs themſelves without giving any ground 
for their being thought ſo. | 

From all which it follows, 'That for this very cauſe, 
that Modes of Subſiſtence import the leaſt Real difference 
that can be, they are therefore the fitteſf to ſtate the Dz-- 
ſtinition of the Divine Perſons upon. So that our Au- 
thor here relapſes into a fault which he has been .guilty 
of more than once, wz. in alledging rhat as an Argu-- 
ment againſt a Thing, which is indeed a moſt Efeitual 
Reaſon for it. And 101 come to his 

Third and Laſt Objettion againſt our making theſe 
Modes of Subſi#tence the ground, or Formal Reaſon of the 
"1-2 between the Perſozs of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
which is, That it makes the Three Divine Perſons only 
Three Modes of the Deity, or only Modally. diſtinguiſhed ; 
whereas (according to his Doctrine) there are n 
Modes in the Deity, and much leſs can a Mode be God. 
And that, As all muſt grant, that the Father is not a 
Mode of the Deity, but Eſſentially God ; ſo no Man can think 
that the Father begot only a Modus, and called it his Son ; 
whereas a Son ſignifies a Real Perſon of the ſame Nature, but 
diſtin&t from the Father, Thus he diſcourſes, pag. 83, 84. 
And is not this cloſe and profound reaſoning ? But as 
profound as it is, if it be at all to his Purpoſe, his Argu- 
ment muſt lie in this, That all the forementioned Ab- 
furdities unavoidably follow from deriving the Di/tiniti- 
92 of the Three Divine Perſons from Three diſtin&# Modes 
of Subſifence belonging to one and the ſame Divine Na- 
ture.. But.this conſequence I utterly deny, and to make 
- out the Reaſon of this denial, I ſhall confider what he 
has {aid particularly. . 


And 
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And here, firſt of all, T would fain know, Whether 
this Man will never leave confounding things perfe&aly 
different, and taking them for the very fame? For to 
affirm the Three Divine Perſons to be only Three Modes 
of the Deity 15 one Thing ; and to aitirm them to be on- 
ly Moaally diſtinguiſhed, 1s quite another. The former 
we abſolutely deny, and as poſitively hold- the latter. 
And yet this wretched Fallacy would he impoſe upon his 
Reader all along, viz. That the Afſertors of theſe 
Modes of Subſistence in the Trinity, make a Perſoz to be 
only a Modus Subſiſtendi. But that 15- his own Blunder. 
For we do not ſay, That a Perſoz i o9aly a Modus, but 
that it 15 the Divine Natare, or Godhead Subſifting under 
ſuch a Modes ; ſo that the Godhead is ſtill included in it, 
joyned to it, and diſtinguiſhed by it. This is what we 
ow and abide by, and what ſufficiently overthrows 
his pitiful Objection. x 

And as for his Abſurd Denial of all Modes in God, 
that has been —_— confuted already ; ſo that we 
have nothing more to do, but to admire that Invincible 
and Glorious Ratiocination of his in theſe Words, p. 84. 
No Man (lays he) can think that the Father begot only a 
Mods, and called it his Sox. No, good Sir, No; none 
that I know of is in any danger of thinking, or ſaying 
ſo; no more, than that Socrates begot onlpthe Shape 
and Figure of a Man, and then called it hisSoz ; or (to 
turn your own blunt Weapon upon your ſelf) no more 
than God the Father begot another Se/f-Coxſciouſneſs be- 
ſides his own, and called that his So. Nevertheleſs I 
hope it will be granted me, 'That Socrates might beget 
one of ſuch a Shape and Figure, and (by this Autlior's 
and Xayxtippe*'s good leave) call that his So; and that 
God the Father might beget a Per/oz enducd with ſuch a 
Self-Conſciouſneſs (amongft other Attributes) and call 
__ . ] P 2 that 


Animadverſions, Cc; 


that his Sox too. But I perceive this Author and the: 
Fallacy of” the Accident are ſuch faſt. Friends, that it is 
in vain to think of parting them. 

In the mean time, as I told:him what we do not hold 
concerning the 7'2her's. Generation of the Soz, ſo for his 
better Information I ſhall tell him, what the Afertors 
of theſe Modes : þ Subſsſtence do hold concerning it, viz. 
We do hold and affirm, That the Father Communicates 
his Natureunder a difterent Mode of Subſi/tirg,from what 
it has in himſelf, to another, and that ſuch a Communica- 
tion of it,in ſuch a peculiar way, is properly called his be- 
getting of a Sox. In which we do not ſay, That the Father 

egets a Modus, no nor yet an Eſſence, or Nature, but that 
he Communicates his own Eſſexce,or Nature under ſuch 2 
diftintt Modus to another, and by ſo doing begets a Per- 
ſor, which Perſon is properly his Sox. This, Sir, is the 
true Account of what the Aſſertors of the Perſonal Modes 
of $ _— hold: concerning the Eternal Generation. 
And it you have any thing to.except againſt it, produce 
your Exceptions, and they ſhall not failof an Anſwer. 

T am now come to a cloſe of this Chapter, and indeed 
of the whole Argument undertook by me againſt this 
Author. In which I have Aſſerted the commonly re- 
ceived DoQrine about this great Article of the T7:ny, 
both from the Ancient Writers of the Charch, and againſt 
this Author's particular ObjeQtions ; and in both fully 
ſhewn, That the Three Perſons.of the Bleſſed Trinity are 
one and the ſame andivided Eſſence, Nature; or Godhead, 
diverſified only by T hree di#tini# Modes of Subſiſtence, 
which-are ſometimes. called Properties, and ſometimes 
 Relations.. So that a Divine Perſon. is formally and proper- 
by the Divine Nature, Eſſence, or Godhead with, and under 
fach adiſtint® Mode, Property, or Relation. And this I 
averr to be. the common, current, generally received 

Doctrine: 
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Doftrine of the Church concerning the Trinity. For 
Councils and Fathers hold it, the School-men teach it, the 
Confeſſions of Churches (where they are any thing 
particular upon this Subjea) declare it ; and all Divimes 
both Papi#t and Proteſtant,. 1n the ſeveral Bodies of Di- 
vinity wrote by them, do Aﬀert it ; only this Author, 
who yet (forſooth)) owns himſelf a Proteſtant 0! the 
Church of England, denies and explodes it. To whom 
therefore (if he were not too great in his own. Eyes to 
be Counſelled and Adviſed) 1 would give this. harita- 
ble piece of Counſel for once, wiz. That for the future 
he would not preſume at ſuch a rate t0 contraditt the whole 
World, till he has learn'd not #0 contraditt himſelf. 


Antmadverſions, &C. 


_ 


— ——_— — — — 


CH A ©; 


In which this Author's Paradoxes, both Philoſo- 
phical and Theological, as they occurr in this 
bis Diſcourſe, are drawn together, Examined, 
and Confuted, 


Am ſenſible, that Tam now engaged in a Subje&t 
4 that would threaten the Reader with a very long 
Chapter, ſhould I follow it, as far as it would carry me:: 
For Iam entered into a large Field, viz. this Author's 
Paradoxical Aſſertions : Tn the traverſing of which, I 
ſhall obſerve no other Method, but juſt to take them in 
that order in which rey offer themſelves throughout his 
Book ; ſave only, that I ſhall give my Reader this pre- 
Mmonition, That ſuch of them as I have particularly ex- 
amined, and laid open in the foregoing Animadverſi- 
ons, I ſhall now ſet down without any further De- 
ſcant, or Enlargement upon them, or at leaſt with very 
little. 

But as for thoſe, which T there paſſed over without 
.any Notice, or Remark, (as did it all along with full 
purpoſe to treat of them by themſelves, ſo) I ſhall par- 
ticularly infiſt upon them now. And the Reader may 
pleaſe to take them as they follow. 

PARADOX. 

Tt i 4 vain and arrogant preſumption (lays this Author) 

t0 fay, What is, or what s not a Contraaittion, when we 


confeſs 
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confeſs we do not underitand, or comprehend the thing we 
ſpeak of, p. 4. And au, IT know nothing in the World 
that we do perfe&ly underſtand, p. 7. line 19. 

_ According to theſe T'wo Afſertions taken 
together, I affirm, That though a Man diſcourſes never 
ſo falſly and inconſiſtently of God, or indeed of any 
thing in the World beſides, yet he cannot jultly be 
charged as guilty of a Contradiction. And moreover,fince 
this Author affirms, page 97, That for any one to ſay, 
That Three Divine Perſons who are divided and ſeparated 
from each other, are each of them God, and yet that they are 
ot Three Gods, but one God, is a direCt Contradittion ; T 
deſfireto know of him, Whether he comprehends what the 
Godhead, and what the Divine Perſons are? And if not, 
Whether (according to his own Rule) zt i zot a vain and 
arrogant Preſumption in him to ſay what is a Contradidtion, 
when he profeſſes himſelf not to comprehend the thing he is 
ſpeaking of, and about which the Contradiction is ſaid to be? 

PARADOX. 

This Author having declared the Iztimate and Eſſex- 
tial Unity between the Father and the Sox from thoſe 
Words of our Saviour, John 14th. Chap. roth. Ver. . 
I am in the Father, and the Father in me : Subjoyns, 
That this Oneneſs between them is ſuch an Union, .as there is 
nothing in Nature like it ; azd we cannot long doubt what 
kind of Union this is,if we conſider that there is but one poſſi- 
ble way to be thus United, and that is by this Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſneſs, P. 57. 

Anſwer. Theſe Words I charge with ContradiQion: 
and conſequently with Abſurdity upon two Accounts. 

—_ becauſe they Contradict our Saviour's Words... 
An 

Secondly, . Becauſe they Contradict the Author's own 
Words... 
| 1: And: 
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1. And firſt concerning thoſe of our Saviour, Where- 
as this Anthor ſays, That this Oneneſs between the Father 


aud the Son, is ſuch an Union, as there is nothing in Na- + 


ture like it,Our Saviour in John Ch.17.(where this whole 
Paſſage is repeated twice)afftirms ſomething to be /ike it ; 
Viz, 1N ver. 11, where he prays to his Father, That they 
(viz. Believers) maybe One, as We (viz. his Father and 
Himſelf) are One : And again, wer. 21. That they may be 
One, as thou Father art in me, and I in thee. Sothat our 
Saviour exprelly aſſerts a Likeneſs of ſomething to this 
Uzion on the one ſide ; and this Author as expreſly de- 
nies it on the other. In which (according to his blun- 
dering, undiftinguiſhing way) he confounds [Likeneſs] 
and [Samereſs of kind] as all One ; as ſhall preſently be 
further ſhewn. 

In the next place, our Saviozr (as plainly as Words 
can expreſs a Thing) ſays, That he and his Father are 
One, by a Mutual In-being, or In-exiſtence in one another. 
And this Man as expreſly ſays, That there is zo poſſible 
way for them to be"one but by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. But I 
on the contrary deny, That Mataal-Conſciouſneſs is Mu- 
tual-Inexiſtence,or Mutual-Inexiſtence Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, 
any more, than that Being, or Exifence ts properly 


| Conſciouſneſs, or Kyzowledge ; and therefore if they cannot 


poſſibly be one, but by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, it is certain 
that they are not ſo by Mutual-Inexiſtence ; which yet 
our Sayiour, in Words properly and naturally fignifymg 
Tnexiſtence, affirms that they are. ; 

And the more intolerable is this Aſſertion in this Au- 
thor, for that in Pag. 56. he affirms, that theſe Words 
of our Saviour ought to be underſtood properly ; and if 1o, 
T hope they do not only exclude Metaphors, but all other 
Tropes and Figures alſo ; for [Proper] is not, adequate- 
ly oppoſed to Metaphorical, but to Figurative, whatſoe- 
1} ver 
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wer the Figurebe. And I do here affirm, That if our 
Saviour's Words be underſtood of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, 
they do not ſignifie Properly, but Figaratively ; and the 
Fignre is a Metonymy of the Sabjeft for the Adjundt ; for- 
afach as in Goa, Being, or Inexiftence are to be look'd 
upon as the Subjed ; and Kowledge, and the like Attri- 
butes as the Aajunds. And therefore I do here tell this 
bold Man again, that for him to'fay, as he does, that 
the forementioned Words of our Saviour ought to be un- 
derſ{tood properly, and yet to interpret them to a ſence 
not Proper, but Figurative (which, by interpreting 
them of Mutual-Conſcionſneſs, he evidently does) 1s 
both an Abſurdity and a Preſumption, pom: inſuffera- 
ble. But in the 

29. Place I charge the forecited Paſſage of this Au- 
thor with the ſame Abſurdity, for being as ContradiQto- 
ry to his own words, as it was to thoſe of our Saviour. 
For whereas he here ſays, ; 

Firſt, That this _— between the Father and the Son, 
expreſſed in thoſe Words, I am in the Father, and the Fa- 
ther in me, can be no other kind of Union, than an Union 
by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. An 

Secondly, That it is ſuch an one, that there is nothing in 
Natare like it, 

I deſire him to turn to Page-106. of his Book, where 
he tells us, That the Fathers uſe ſeveral Examples, and al- 
lude to ſeveral ſorts of Union, thereby to form a Notion of 
the Unity of the Godhead in the Three Divine Perſons. Let 
him, I ſay, read this, and tell me, Whether thoſe Ex- 
amples and Alluſions could be of any uſe to form a Notion 
of that Unity to which they bore no Reſemblaxce at all ? 
For I, for my part, ever thought, that there can be no 
Alluſion of one thing to another without ſome ſimilitude 
between them, and that a ſimilitude 1s always on both 
; Q q ſides ; 
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fides; it being not poſſible for Perer to be like John, but: 
John muſt be like Peter too.. And if this Man does not - 


 yetbluſhat ſuch ContradiQory Aſſertions, let him turn: 


a little further to Page 126, 127. where he tells us par- 
ticularly, that St. Auſtin explains this Unity by Exam-- 
ples of Mutual-Conſciouſneſs,, and by ſeveral Similirudes: 
(mark the words) of whuch the Unity of Under /tanding, 
Memory, and Will with the Soul of Man-is alledged by 
him for Oxe ; and that a notable. one too, for that theſe 
Faculties (as he there ſays) ard. Miatually in one another ;; 
and the —_— of Love and Kyowledge in the ſame- 
Mind, is alledged by him as another ſuch a Simile, 
affirming rhem in like manner to be Matually in one. 
another... Now, I ſay, after all this, une not the 
Reader to ftand' amazed, when he reads. the Man: 
firſt affirming that the Unity berween the Father and the 
Son Mutnally exifting in one another by virtue of the- 
Mutual-Conſciouſneſs between them has nothing like it in 
Nature, nor has any Example, Metaphor, or Similitude, 
beſides 78 ſelf to allude 10; and yet afterwards producing - 
ſveral Similitudes,. Alluſions, and Metaphors out of- the 
Fathers, to explain both this 1z-beizg, and this Mutaal-- 
Conſciouſneſs by ** God give him a- better Memory ; for - 
as theſe things repreſent him, no Man living (would he 
but impart his skill) could be ſo fit to teach the Arr of 
Forgetfalneſs as himfelf. a 
But after all, I muſt not-omit:to give: the Reader no-- 
tice: of another of his Abſurdities, thotigh of a lower - 
rate, viz.. That all along Page 57. he takes a Pattery, 
er-Kxample, and a Similitude, or Metaphor for Terms e-- 
uivalent;. whereas a Pattern,. or Example imports a 
perfe& entire:Reſemblance. between it ſelf and the thing. 
of: which it-1s the. Pattern, and indeed approaches -next_ . 
a Parallel Inftance ;. while, on the. other. ſide, an A- 
| gree-. 
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-greement in any one reſpect, or degree, is ſufficient to 
ound a Metaphor,or Similitude upon. And therefore tho 
:it may eafily be granted this Author, That there is no 
Pattern, or Example of ſuch an Unioz as 1s between the 
Father and the Sox; yet that does not infer, that there 
is nothing in Nature that bears any ſimilitude to it ; ſince 
this may very well be without the other, as that place 
in Johz 17. 11. and 21. has already proved. 

And now I ſhould here have fiſhed my Remarks 
upon this particular Head, but that there 1s a certain 
Paſſage in order to his proving that there is nothing in 
Nature like the Unity between the Father and the Son,. and 
it is this, That iz Subſtantial Unions, that which compre- 
hends, « greater than that which is comprehended : So 
That if 'Two Subſtances ſhould be Uzited by a Matual- 
Comprehenſion of one another, the ſame would be both 
greater and leſſer than the other, 27z. greater as it com- 
prehended it, and leſs, as it was comprehended by it, P.57. 
Now this Propoſition I will neither note as Paradoxical, 
nor abſolurely affirm to be fa/ſe. But fo much IT will 
affirm, viz. That it is nothing at all to his Purpoſe ; 
and that he can never prove it to be True. For beſides, 
that he ſtill confounds an Example, or Parallel Caſe with 
a Similitude, T would have him take notice, 

Firſt, That this Maxime, Omne continens eff majus 
contento, upon which he founds a majority of the thing 
comprehending to the Thing comprehended,is wholly drawn 
from, and Funded upon the Obſervations made by the 
Mind of Man about Corporea! Subſtances, endued with 
Quantity and Dimenſions ; in which the Subſfance Come 
prehending is, and muſt be of a greater Dimenſion than 
the Subſtance Compreherded. But what is this to Spiritual 
Sabftances ? Concerning which, I demand of this Author 


a ſolid Reaſon, Why Two ſuch Subſtances may not be 
| Qq 2 inti- 
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intimately United by a Mutaal-Permeation, or Pexetrati- 
oz of one another ? For all that can hinder ſuch a Pexe- 
tration, or Permeation (as far aswe know) is Quantity ; 
which in Spiritual Subſtances has no place ;. and then,. if 
fuch a Mutaal-Penetration be admitted, theſe Sub#arces 
will be Mataally in one another, and United to one ano- 
ther, not indeed by a CI of one another, (of 
which there is no.need, if fuch a thing could be) but 
by a Mutual-Adequation, or exatt Corequation of one to 
the other ; ſo that nothing of one Subſtance ſhall exiz,or 
reach beyond, or without the other, but the whole of both 
by ſuch a Permeation, Mutually Exiſt in each other. 'This, 
T fay, I neither do, nor will affirm to be aQually ſo, but 
I challenge this Author to prove that it canzot be ſo-;and, 
till he-can;, it may become him to be leſs confident. 

In the xex# _ I have.one thing more to ſuggeſt to 
him about S«bſtantial Unions, which. he talks ſo much 
of, viz. That the Term is Ambiguous, and may figni- 
fie either, 

Firſt, The V»io» of Two or more Subſtances together, 
and ſo the Father and the Sox, who are not Two Subſt an- 
ces, but only T'wo Perſons (as has been ſhewn in the fore- 
going Chapter) can. never be Subſtantially United. 


® 
Secondly, It may ſignifie the Uni0» of Two, or more 
—_— in one and the ſame Subſtance ; which 1s truly. 
and properly the Union of the Perſons of the Bleſſed Tri- 
ay.. T 
And thus, though there is no Inſtance in Nature of 
Perſons ſo United, yet by way of Alluſion and Simili- 
tude, the Union of: the three fore-mentioned Faculties 
of. Underſtanding, Memory and Will, in one and the ſame 
Soul, ( edged by St. Auſtiz) may paſs for a ſmall, or 
Gs this Author himſelf calls it) Page 126. Lie * A. 
aint 
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faint Reſemblance of the Union of the ſaid Three Divine 
Perſons in the ſame Nature, or Subitance ; which, accord- 
ing to his Excellent Talent of Self-Contradif#ion, he. po- 
ſitively denies here in. Page 57. and as poſitivelyaffirms 
in that other now pointed at, In fine, this Aſſertion, 
That the Father and the Son cannot poſſibly be One, or 
in One another ( which is here the ſame ) but by Mu- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs, Page' 57, Line 23, 24, 25. una- 
bl Ir ng and Rte, Thee hy Bos nbt One by 
Unity of Subſtance, Unity of Efſence,. or Unity of Natare. 
For I am ſure neither Subſtance, Eſſence, or Nature, are 
Mutnal-Conſciouſneſs. And if the Charch will endure a 
Manaſlerting this, I can but deplore its Condition. 
PARADOX. 

If. we ſeek for any other Eſſence, or Subitance in God, 
(fays this Author } but Infinite Wiſdom, Power and Good- 
oo the Eſſence of God, though conſidered but as one Nu-- 
merical Perſons as perfect unintelligible to us, as one Nu- 
merical Eſſence,. or Subitance of Three Perſons in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, Page 69, 70. 

Anſwer. This Propoſition is falſe and Abſurd, and to 
prove it fo, I ſhall lay down theſe following. Aſer- 
tions. | 

Firſt, That it is certainly much eaſier for Humane 
Reaſon to conceive one and the ſame Divine WVature, or 
Deity, as Subſiſting 1 one Single Perſon, than in Three 
diftin(t Perſons. 

Secondly, That Eſſence, Subſtance; Wiſdom, Power 
and Goodneſs are in the Divine Nature (which is a pure 
ſimple A#) all but one and the ſame Thing, or Being. 

Thirdly, That, notwithſtanding this, Eſſexce, or Sub- 
france, and Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs are: formally di- 
ſtint from one another. That 1s to ſay,. The Concepries 
Objeivus, or proper Eſſential Conception of one does = 
IMPLY- 
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imply, or involve in it the ptoper Conception of the 
other : Upon which Account one of them cannot pro- 
perly be ſaid to be the other. 

Now theſe Three T thus laid down, it is rea- 
dily granted to this Man, That Eſſence, or. Subſtance, Wiſ- 
dom, Power and Goodneſs are really one and the ſame Being, 
and that therefore it is vain and fooliſh to ſeek for an 
Eſſence, or 8 = in God, which is not alſo Wiſdom, 
Power and Goodneſs. But this, by his favour, is not the 
point. For if he will nevertheleſs ſay, That the Divine 
Natare expreſſed by one Infinite E ſence, or Subſtance Sub- 
fiſting in One Perſon, is as unintelligible, as the ſame Subſt- 
ſting in Three diſtinit Perſons; Nay, that One and the 
ſame Numerical Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs conſidered, 
as Subſiſting only in one Perſon, is not more Intelligible 
than the ſame, as Subſiſting under Three; This is ma- 
nifeſtly falſe, and contrary to common Experience, and 
without any further arguing the caſe, I appeal to the 
Reaſon of all Mankind, Whether it be not ſo ? 

'F PARADOX. | 

What # Intellectual Love (lays this Author) bat the 
True 29 997 2 or Eſtimation of" Things? What is Fuftice 
and Goodneſs but an equal Diſtribution of, or a true and wiſe 
Proportion of Rewards and Puniſhments ? What is perfett 
Power, but perfett Truth and Wiſdom which can do whatſo- 
ever it knows ? Pag. 71, 72. 

Anſwer. Wehave here a whole Knot, or Cluſter of 
Paraadoxes, but I ſhall take them aſunder, and conſider 
them ſeverally : And becauſe they run all in the way of 
Interrogations, T ſhall take them out of their Izterrog a- 
tive Form, andcaſt them into ſo many Categorical Aſſer- 
#i0ns, The firſt of which is, 

That Intelledtual Love is nothing elſe but the true Kyow- 
teage and Eftimation of Things. 

KE This 
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Thus 1s falſe and Abſurd. For Love is one Thing, 


and Kzowledge another ; each of them diſtinguiſhed by 
Eſſentially different Ats and Objetts, Knowledge importing 
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no more than-a bare. Speculation, or Apprehenſion of 


the Obje#; whereas Love is properly an Adheſion to it : 
Love Eſſentially preſuppoſes the Kowledge of the Thing 
Loved ; but Kpowledge cannot preſuppole it ſelf. Kzow- 
ledge is the firſt A of an Intelligent Mind, Love the ſe- 
cond;. AndT would fain know, Whether this Man of 


Paraaox,. will affirm, That God Loves every Thing, 


which he has 4 true Knowledge and Eſtimation of? But 
to give him one Argument for all, are not the Eternal 
Diſtinguiſhing CharaCters of: Two Perſozs of the Bleſſed 
Trizity founded in the diſtinEtion of Love and Kowledge 
in God, the Sox iſſuing from the Father by way of Kpow- 
leage, and the Spirit iſſuing from both by way of Love ? 

In the next-place he aftirms Juftice aud Goodneſs to be 
the ſame Thing, and to conſiſt both of them in a true and: 
wiſe Proportion of Rewards and Puniſhments. 

Bat this alſo 1s falſe. Theſe Two being as properly 
and formally diſtinguiſhed by their 4s and Osjedts, as 
the Two former. And Tdo here tell this Author, That 
God's Goodneſs is the proper Qualification of his own: 
AXQtions,. without referring neceſlarily to any other be-- 
ſides ; but that his Fuſtice bear an Eſſential Relation to 
the Actions of others, viz. as Rewardable, or Puniſha- 

+ ble.. And conſequently God might have exerted innu- - 
merable 4s of his Geodweſs, though there had never 
been any Object for him to have exerted ſo. much as one: 
A,of his Fuſtice upon.. And to give him one Inſtance 
that may Convince any Man of ſence of the vaſt diffe-- 
rence of theſe two Attributes ; was that AZ of Creation, . 
by which God firſt Created the. World, an A& of his: 
Juſtice?Or did that 4#-conſiſt.in a Wiſe proportion of _ 


war. 
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wards and Paniſhments, before there was any Ai of the 
Creature to be Rewarded, or Puniſhed ? Bur I am fure 
it was an Ac of the Divine Goodneſs, whereby God com- 
municated much of the Perfe&tion of Being to ſomething 
without himſelf. Again, is Pardon of Sin an Eſſential 
Act of God's Juſtice ? But Iam ſure it is an 4& of his 
Goodneſs, Certainly this Man neither knows, nor cares 
what he ſays. 

His Third Aſſertion is, That perfee# Power is nothing 

lſe, but perfect Truth and Wiſdom. 

Burt this alſo is a groſs Paradox, and as falſe, as that 
Omnipotence and Omniſcience are not Two diftinit Attri- 
butes of God, God”s Power aCts by and under the dire&- 
109 of God's Wiſdom, and therefore neither is, nor can 
be formally the ſame with it. And beſides this, all As 
of Wiſdom and Truth proceed from God by a Neceſlity 
of Nature, but the 4s and Exerciſe of his Power, 
by a free determination of his Will, For in ſpeaking of 
God, no Man ſays, That God is Wiſe, Knowing, or True, 
or Acts according to theſe Perfeitions, becauſe he will do ſo ; 
for he-can neither be, nor A# otherwiſe ; but we trul 
and properly ſay, That God does this or that, becauſe he . 
will doit ; for if he had pleaſed, he might have choſe, 
whether he would do it, or no. From all which, I 
conclude, That nothing could be more improperly and 
abſurdly affirmed than, That the Divine Power is nothing 
elſe but the Divine Truth and Wiſdom. 

PARADOX. ; 

In Men (lays he) z is only Knowledge that is Power ; 
Flumane Power, and Humane K powleage, as that ſignifies a 
Knowledge how to do any Thing, are Commenſurate ; 14 that 
every Man can do what he knows how to do: Nay, Knowledge, 
fs not only the Direttor of Power,but it is that very Power 
which we call force, Page 72. 

Anſwer, 
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Anſw. This is ſo groſsa Paradox, that, I think, it can 
need no other Confutation than to oppoſe the ſenſe of all 
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Mankind to it, nevertheleſs I ſhall offer this.one Conſt 


deration towards the diſproving the Identity of Kyow- 
ledge and Power, wiz. That a Man's Knowledge and 
Skill about the doing any Work: of Art, may 1ncreaſe, 


as his power of Execution for the Actual doing the ſaid 


Works may decreaſe, nay, wholly ceaſe, and there- 
fore they cannot be the ſame. For ſuppoſe a Carpenter 
diſabled by Age, or Accident, that he cannot ſtrike a 
ſtroke towards the building an Houſe; does he therefore 
ceaſe to know how to build it, while another ſhall build 
it wholly by the direQtion of his Skill and Knowledge ? 
This Man may as well prove his Head and his Hands 
to be one and the ſame Thing, as Kyowledge and Power 
to be-ſo. But Iſhall go no further than this very Au- 
thor, to confute this Author's Afſlertion, who has told 
us in P.9.1. 3,4. That we underſtand nothing of the Secrets 
and Myſteries of Nature ; nor are concerned to underſtand 
them, any more than it is our Buſizeſs to underſtand how to 
make either a Boay, or a Spirit, wn:ch we have no power to 
do, ( mark that) # we did underſtand it, ad there- 
fore it would be an uſeleſs piece of Kyzowledge, Now TI be- 
ſeech the Reader to ſet theſe Two Aſlertions together, 
viz, that in Page 72. That to know how to do a Thing is to 
be able to do it, and that other in the Page 9g. viz. That 
though we underifood how to make a Body, or a Spirit, yet 


we have no Power to do it. I ay lettheſe Two Propoſiti- _ 


ons be I ; and then I hope that for the future, 


Kyowleage how to do a thing, and Power to do it, ought 
not, even according to this very Author, to paſs for the 
lame thing. In the mean time we ſee how one of his 
Aſſertions contains a groſs Abſurdity, and the other 
completes it with as groſs a Contradiction. 

R r PARADOX, 
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This Wore Infizite (lays he) confounds ow Notions of 
» © Kg This is falſe. The Thing indeed fignified' 
by the Word Infinite, exceeds and tranſcends-our Noti-- 
ons, but the Word. Infinite does not confound them. And: 
I would have this Man take notice,that for an Obje& to: 
ſurpaſs and be above our Thoughts, and to diſorder and' 
confound rhem, are very different Things.. And more-- 
over, that it is the height of Impudence and Ignorance: 
too, to fay, That that Word coufounds our Thoughts, No-- 
. tions and Conceptious of God ; which all Divines and Phi-- 
lofophers in all Places and* Ages have conſtantly expreſſed 
the Nature of: God by :. And which, after the Notion of 
his bare Exiftence, does,. next in order, offer it ſelf to- 
the Mind of Man, in its Speculations.of this Great: 


ObjeQ. 
PARADORX. 

We know not (ſays he) how far Infinite Wiſdow and 
Gooaneſs, and Power reaches ;' but then we certainly know, 
that they have their Bounds, and that the Divine Natare is 
the utmoFit Bounds: of them, p. 79.. 

To which I Axfwer, That for an Infinite Wiſdom to: 
tiave Boards , and the Bounds. of it to be the Diwine Na-- 
ture (which. it ſelf has no Bounds) is im ipſis Terminis 
an expreſs, downright,and ſhameleſs ContradiQtion. See: 
this farther laid open in my 2d Chapter.. 

BARADOX., 

This Greed (fays he, ſpeaking of the Athaxaſian) : does: 
not ſpeak of the Three. Divine Perſons as diſtinguiſhed from: 
ane anather,. P, 88. Line 27. 

In reply to which,. I am- amazed to read an Aﬀertion: 
d manyeftly falſe, and yet. fo poſitively. uttered. For 
will this Authos pur. out the. Eyes. of his Reader ? 4 
tELIS-. 
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tells us here that Athanaſius (or whoſdever elſe might 
. be the Author of this Creed) does not herein ſpeak of the 
Three Divine Perſons as diſtinguiſhed from one another. But 
I demand of him, .does Arhanaſirs here {peak of them 
as of Three Perſons, or no? If the firſt ; then he does 
and muſt ſpeak of them as adi/tinguſbed from 
-one another, for that without . ſuch a diſtintion 
they are not ſo much as Three. But if he does not ſpeak 
of them «s of Three, and as of Three thus diſtinguiſhed. 
What then mean thoſe Words of the Creed ? There i 
one Perſon of the Father, another of the Son, and another of 
the Holy Ghoſt? Do theſe Words ſpeak of theſe Perſons 
as diſtinguiſhed, or do they not ? If they do; then” what 
this Man has here ſaid of the Creed, is ſhameleſly falſe ; 
and if they do not expreſs the ſaid Perſons as diſtin, 1 
defie all the Wit of Man to find out any Words that 


Can. 
PARAD O X: | 
He tells us, That the Title of the one Only true God can- 
not be ſo properly attributed to any one Perſon, but only to 
the Father, P: 89. | 
Anſwer. "This T have already ſhewn in Chap. 5. p. 137. 
to be both falſe and dangerous ; as by direct conſequence 
either making ſeveral ſorts of Gods, or excluding both 
the Sox and to Holy Ghoit from the one true Godhead. 
At preſent I ſhall only ſay thus much, That [he One 
only true God] and [the true God) are Terms perfe&ly 
equivalent,and not only Commenſurate but Identical in 
their ſignification ; and withal, That this very Author 
himſelt affirms Page 186. Line the laſt, That the Sor 
rmft: be included in the Charatter of the. only True God; 
which how he can be, without having this Character 
properly affirmed and predicated of him, and his ſu- 
R r 2 __ ftaining 
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ſtaining thereby the Denomination of the o»ly Trae God, 
let this Confident, Self-contradicting Man declare if- he 


can. In the mean time let nie tell him further, That 


theſe Terms [the True God] and [the only True God] do 
both of them import an Attribute, or Denomination 
purely Eſſential, and by no means Perſonal,. or Oecono- 
mical : And moreover that every ſuch Attribute does and 
muſt agree to all the Three Perſons y, and whatſa- 
ever equally agrees 'to them- all; may with equal 
Propriety be affirmed: of all and each of them, and con- 
ſequently that the "Title of [he Ore only Trae God] may 
every whit as truly and-properly be attributed to the Sox 
and Holy Ghoſt, as to the Father himſelf. See. more of 
this in my forementioned Chapter.. - 
PARADOX. 

T affirm (ſays he) that the Glory and Majeity and all the 
other perfettions of the Three Divine Perſons are as ditinit 
as their Perſons are. And again, Theſe perfeitions are as 
deſtintt as the Perſons, and yet as Numerically. one and' the 


ſame as the Godhead ws, p. 91. 


Anſwer. The firſt part of theſe Aflertions is utterly 
inconſiſtent:-with, and wholly overthrows the laſt. And 
it is indeed very horrid, as by inevitable conſequence 
inferring a Tritheiſme. For it the. Eſſeztial PerfeCtions 
of God (which in Truth are only the Divine Eſſence un- 
der ſeveral Conceptions and Denominations) are- as di 


ſtint as the Perſons, whom rhe Church acknowledges 


to be really diſtintt, then it will and muſt follow, That in 
the Trinity there are. Three really diſtin? Eſſences, or God- 
heads, .as well as Three really - wa Perfons:; And if they 
are thus diſtin, it is impoſſible that. the Three Perſons 
ſhould by vertue thereof, either be; or be truly faid ts 
be, really.one.;. ſo that rhis Author, we ſee, has o_ 
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aſſerted a Trinity with a Witneſs ; but as for any Unity in 
it, you may golook.. 

But I perceive he was driven to this falſe and abſurd 
Aſertion by that Argument of his Soc5n7an Adverſary 
urging him, That-if the Eſſeztial Glory and Majeſty in 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt be.but One, then -it cannot 
be ſaid that their Glory is equal, their Majeſty co-eter- 
nal ; foraſmuch'as Unity is. not capable of Equality ; 
which muſt of necefſi between two or more. This, 
I fay, nodoubt drove him to this Inconvenience. 

In Anſwer to which ObjeCftion, (though I owe not 
this Author ſo much Service) as I ſhall readily grant, 
That. where there is an Equality, there muſt be alſo a 
Plurality, of ſome ſort or other, whatſoever it be : So 
T.ſhall obſerve, That the Divize Eſſence, Glory, or Ma- 
jeſty, (which I {till affirm to be but different Names of 
the ſame thing falling under divers Conceptions) and 
every other Eſſential perfefion'of the,Godhead; may be 
conſidered two ways.- 

Firſt, Abſolutely and Abſtrattedly in it ſelf; and as 
preſcinding from alt Perſonal Determinations, in which 
ſence the .Divine Natare, Eſſence (and every: Eſſential 
Attribate included in it) is, and*always muſt be taken, 
whenſoever, in Diſcourſe, it is ſpoken of, either as 
compared with, or contra-diftinguiſhed.toall, or any of the 
Perſoxs:. And accordingly, in this ſence being abſolutely 
Oze,,.1t-1s incapable of any Relation of Equality, Foraf. 
much as oze Thing conſidered but as Oze, cannot be- ſaid 
to be equal to it ſelf. Or; 

Secondly, . This Glory, Majeſty,” or any other" Eſſential 
perfection of the Godhead, may be conſidered as ſuſtains + 
ing Three ſeveral Modes of Subſoſtence in Three diſtintt 
Perſons ;. which ſaid Modes, . as they found a- Plurality 12 
this Eſſential Glory, or Majeſty, (though by no means of 
it). 
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it ) ſo this Plerality founds a Capacity of Equality ; by 
virtue whereof, the ſame Glory according to its pecu- 
liar way of Sofia in the Father, may be faid to be 
equal toit ſelf as Subſift;ng after another way in the Soy, 
and after a third in the Holy Ghoſt ; ſo that immediately 
and ftriftly this Equality is between the Three ſeveral 
Modes ad Subſiftence, which this Eſſential Glory, or Ma- 
jeſty (uſtains, or (if you will) belongs to the ſaid Glory, 
for and by reaſon of them. And this is the true Anſwer 
to this Sociuien Objection, which by a manifeſt fallacy 
proceeds 8 didto ſecundum quid ad dittum ſimpliciter, viz. 
That becauſe Equality cannot belong to the Eſſential Glo- 
7y, or Majeſty of the Godhead conſidered abſtrattedly 
Gem the Divize Perſons, therefore neither can it agree 
to the ſame Glory, or Majefty, upon any other Account 
whatſoever, which is utterly falſe ; foraſmuch as confG- 
dered according to the Three different ways of its Subſr- 
ftence in the Three Perſons, it may, as ng under 
any one of them be ſaid to be equal to it ſelf, as Swbi/t- 
ing under the other Two, | | 

ER ORG ba 

| is Author repreſents Gregory Nyilen as firſt aſſer- 
ting 4 Specifick. Eel or Unity of Ns in the 
Divine Perſons (which alſa he makes all along to be fig- 
. ified by rhe opouowTns) avd then aſſerting that this Spect- 
fick Samenels, , or hows of Nature, makes the ſaid 
dig Perſons Numerically One, Page 118. the latter 
-CNaM”. 

Anſwer. This is too great an Abſurdity for ſo Learn- 
ed a Father to be guilty of, and therefore ought to he ar 
this Author's own Door ; for that a Specifick Saweneſs, or 

Unity of Nature, ſhould make-any Thing, or Perſon, Nu- 
.zeerically One, (any more than a Generical Unity can make 
Things 
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Things Specifically One) .is beyond meaſure ſencelefs and 


illogical. 
PARADOX. 

the Godhead, or the Numerical Unity of the Divine Eſ- 
ſence ; yet they do not aſſert ſuch a Numerical Unity, as 
where there is but one Perſon as well as one E/- 
ſence, but ſuch a Numerical Unity as there is between 
Three, who are operon, of the very ſame Nature, 
but are not merely united by a ſpecifick Unity, but by an 
eſſential Union ; and therefore are Three and One, Pag. 
I21. Line 15. 


Anſwer.. In theſe Words there are ſeveral Abſurdi-- 


ties, which he falfly charges upon the Fathers, but ought 
in all Reaſon to take to himſelf. As, 

1. He fuppoſes a quay Uaity,and an Eſſential Unity 
to be diftinit Unities : whereas every. Specifick Unity, or 
. Union, (call it, at preſent, which you will) 1s alſo an 


Eſſential Unity, or Union.. For a Specifick Unity is one 


fort of an Eſſential Unity (which in its whole compaſs 
contains the Generical, the Specifical, and the Numerical 


and therefore thus to contra-di/tinguiſh a Species to its Ge- 


nes, 1s fit for none but ſuch a Logician as this Author ; it 
being all one, as if one ſhould ſay of Peter, That he is 
rotonly a Man, bur alfoa Living Creature. | 

2: The fecond Abfutdity is, 'Fhat he owns a Specifick 


Uvity. of Nature in the Divine Perſons (which ſort of 


Unity I have abundantly proved in Chap. 7. the Divine 
Aatuve not to be capable of) for he fays here of the Di-- 
vine Perſons, That they are not raeerly United by a Specifick 
Unity : which Words muſt imply, that however, 10 - 
United they are. | 
3. He makes T'wo forts of Numerical Unity, contrary 
roall Rules of Logick, viz.. Que, where there axe. _ 
ral. 


ws 's the Fathers ( ſays he ) aſſert the ſingularity of 
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ral Perſons of One Natare, as here in the Trinity; and 
the other, where there is but Oe Perſox, as well as One 
Nature, But let me here tell him, That the Divize Na- 
ture 15 every whit as Namerically One in the Three Perſons, 
as if there were but one Perſox in the Godhead, and no 
more. 'Andin thus .very Thing .(as has been ſhewn) 
does the Myſteriouſneſs of an Unity iz Trinity conſiſt. I 
lay, The Divine Natare is.as Numerically One in the 
Three Perſons, asthe Humane Nature was Numerically One 
in Adam, whilethere was no other Perſon in the World 
but himſelf; . nay, much: more ſo, ſince it is not 
multiplicable, as that was. And to affirm, That 
the Numerical Unity of the Godhead is not ſo perfe&Q, or 
1s not the very ſame, Sabſiſting in Three diftint# Perſons, 
as if we could imagine it to Sbſift but in One, Subverts 
and Overthrows ſuch a» Unity in Trinty,. as the Church 
in all Ages hitherto has maintained. 
PARADORX. IT 

Having told us, That the Fathers univerſally acknow- 
ledged, the Operation of the whole Trinity ad Extra to be 
but One, and from thence concluded the Unity of the Dz- 
wine Nature and Eſſence ; for that every Nature has a 
Virtue and Energy of its own ; (Nature being a Principle 
of Attion,) and if the Energy and Operation be but One, 
there can be but One Nature, Headds within four Lines 
after, That this. is certainly True,” but gow no Account, 
how Three diſtinet Perſons come to have but One Will, One 
Energy, Power and Operation ; nor that any Account (that 
he knows of ) ca be given of it but by Mutual-Conſcioul- 
neſs, Page 124. Line 7, &c. : : 

Anſwer. Werel not acquainted with this Man's way 
of Writing, I ſhould be amazed to ſee him in ſo ſmalla 
compaſs ſo flatly contradift himſelf. For will he, in 
the firſt place, aflerr, in the Three Divine Perſons a Nu- 


merical 
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werical Unity of Nature? And in the next, afſert alſo, 
that this Unity of” Natare is proved by Unity of Energy 
and Operation? And after this tell us, That this gives no 
Account at all, how Three diſtinit Perſons come to have but 
one Will and Energy, Power and Operation ? For does not. . 
Unity of Nature in theſe Three diitin& Perſons prove this ? 
While-the ſaid Unity off Nature proves Unity of Operati- 
0x, as the Cauſe proves its Effet, and Unity of Operati- 
04 again proves Unity of Nature, as the effeQ proves its 
__ ? This, any one of ſence would think, is a fair, 
full, and ſufficient Account how Three diſtin Perſons, 
having all but. One Nature, come thereby all to have but One 
Will, Energy and Operation. And ſhould any one elle ar- 
gue otherwiſe, I ſhould think him beſide himſelf; but 
this Author in this diſcourſes /;ke himſelf. 
PARADOX. 

Kpowleage, Self-reflettion, and Love are diſtinit Powers 
and Faculties in Men, and ſo diſtintt, that they can never be 
the ſame; Knowleage is not Self-Refleftion, nor Love either 
Kyowledge, or Self-Reflettion ; though they are inſeparably 
"United, they are diftinit, Pag. 130. Line 11, 12, Oc. 

Anſwer. Hereallo is another knot of Abſurdities.For, 

Firſt, Kyzowledge, Self-Reflefttion, and Love are not in 
Men d;ftind# Powers.and Faculties (as this unfledged Phi- 
loſopher calls them) but.only d;/#in& As. 

Secondly, Admitting that Kpowledge were a Faculty 
(as it is not) yet I deny that fp", 4 and Self-Refle- 


tion would make Two diſtin Faculties, foraſmuch as 
it 1s one and the ſame IntellefFusl Faculty, which both 
exerts an A of Kyowledge, and an At of Reflection up- 
on that 4# of Kyowledze, or upon it ſelf as producing 
thefaid 4. For which Cauſe it is (as has been obſer- 
ved before)that Philoſophers hold that the Under/tandin 

is Facultas ſupra ſe Reflexiva; all I them allowing ” 

| S 
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the direl7 and the Reflex AiFs of Knowledge to iſue from 
the ſame Faculty. 

Thirdly, He ſays, That albeit the forementioned 
Atts are diſtint?, yet they are inſeparably United, But this 
alſo is falſe ; for (whether an A of Knowledge may be 
without an A& of Sel/f-Reflexion, as fome, not without 
Reaſon, think it may) I amſure in Men (of whom a- 
fone we now ſpeak) both an A# of Kowledge and of 
Sel/f-RefleXion too may be without an A of Love con- 
{ſequent thereupon : And if the former may be without 
the latter, then they are not 7»ſeparably United, as this 
Author here ſays they are. 

| _PARADOR. | 

He ſays, That Love is a diftintt Att, and therefore in 
God mut be a Perſon, P. 133. 

Anſwer, If this be a true and good conſequence, then 
the Ground and Reaſon of it muſt be This, That every 
diſtint# Adt in God, is, and muſt be a diftinf# Perſon. And 
if fo, then every Decree in God, whether it be his De- 
cree of Eletion, or of Reprobation (if there be ſuch an 
one) or of creating the World, and ſending Chri/t into. | 
it, and at laft of deftroying it, and the like, are each of 
thetn ſo many Perſons.For every Divine Decree isan A&# 
of God,and an Immanent Act rov,as reſting within him,and 
Gs ſuch) not paſſing forth to any Thing without Him ; 

at Maxime of the Shoots bem t true, that De- 
rreta nihil ponunt in eſſe. Nor is this all, but moſt of the 
Divine Acts are freealfo ; Þ that there was nothing in 
the Nature of them to hinder, but that they equally 
»1ehr, or might not have been ; which applyed to the 
Divine Perſons, would make ftrange work in Divinity. 
In the mean tirmeif this Author will maintain this. Do- 
Qrine, viz. That Acts and Perſons, are the ſame in 
Godl, (as, I think, he ought in all Reaſon to maintain = 
immedi- 
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zmmediate conſequences of his own Afſertion) I dare 


undertake that here he will /and Aloze again ; and that 
he is the only Divine who ever owned, or defended ſuch 


wretched Stuff. 
PARADOX. 

Theſe Three Powers of Underſtanding, Self-Reflexion, 
aud Self-Love are One Mind, viz. in Created Spirits; of 
which alone he here ſpeaks, adding in the very next 
words, What are meer Facnlties and Powers in Created 
Spirits, are Perſons in the Godhead, 8c. Page 135. at the 
latter end. : 

Axfwer. This is a very groſs Abſurdity, and to make 
itappear ſo, I do here tell him, That the Three fore- 
mentioned Powersare no more One Mind,than Three Qua- 
lities are One Subitance ; and that very Term [Powers] 
might have taught him as much ; Poterria and Ipoten- 
tia making one Species of Quality ; under which all 
Powers and Faceltzes are placed. So that his Three Pow- 
ers of Underſtanding, Self-Reflexion, and Self-Love are 
One only Unitate Swbjecti, as being Subjeced in One 
and the ſame Mind ; but.not.Unitare Effentie, as Efſenti- 
ally differing both from one another, and from the Mind 
it ſelf too, in which they are. Certainly if this Man 
did not look upon himſelf as above all Rules of Logick 
and-Philofſophy, he would never venture upon ſuch Ab- 


{urd Aﬀertions. 
PARADOX. | 
He tells us, That the Sor axd Holy Ghoit Wil aud AQt 
with the Father ; not the Father with the Saw and the Holy 
Ghoſt, Pag. 169. Line 13, 14, &c. 
nfwer. 'T his is a direct Contradittion : For if the Soz 
and Holy Ghoſt Will and AG with the Father,the Father 
muft Will and AQ with the Sox and the Holy Ghoft.And 
he who can find a diſtiaft ſence in theſe 'T'wo Propoſitr- 
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05, and much more, affirm the firſt, and deny the lat- 
ter, has a better Faculty at diſtinguiſhing than any Mor- 
tal Man, uſing his Sence and Reaſon, will pretend to. 
Tt being all one, as if Iſhould ſay, I ſaw Thomas, Wil- 
liam axd John together ;/ of whom William and John were 
in the Company of Thomas, but Thomas was zot in the 
Company of William and John. And I challenge any 
ſenſible thinking Man to make better ſence of this Au- 
thor's fore-mentioned Afﬀertionif hecan. But this muſt 
not go alone. without a further caſt-of his Nature, by 
heightning ir with another Contradiftion too, which 
you ſhall find by comparing it with Page 188. Line 4. 
where he affirms, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt Act 
rogether, having before expreſly told'us here, That the 
Father does not Will and Act with the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; 
which very Aſſertion alſo, (to ſhew him the further fa- 
tal Conſequences of it) abſolutely blows up and deſtroys 
his whole Hypotheſis of Mutual Conſciouſneſs, by de- 
ſtroying that upon which he hadÞuilt it. For if* the Fa- 
ther may and does Will and Act without the Sow and Holy 
Ghoſt, then farewel to the pa svipyeic, and the wc xi- 
2#yos Buanupalds., for they muſt never be alledged in this 
Cauſe more. | 
PARADOMX.- 
.' Nothing can make God viſible but a. Perſoual Union'to: 4 


' Viſible Nature, Page 234. Line 22, 23. 


Anſwer. This 15a moſt falſe Aſſertion, and direQly 
contrary to Scripture. And to prove ir ſo, I ſhall ſay 
down theſe Four Concluſions. | 

Firſt, That the Godhead, or Divine Nature, neither- 
is nor can be viſible to a C—— by-an-Immedi- 
ate ſight, or Intuition of the Godhead it ſelf. 


Secondly, That God is viſible to ſuch an Eye only by: 
the ſpecial.Signs, or Symbols of his Preſence. | 


Thirdly, 
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.Thirdly, That God is vifible by a Body Perſonally 
United to him, only as the-ſaid Body is ſuch a Sign, or 
Symbol of his peculiar Preſence. And 

Fourthly and Laſtly, That a Body aCtually aſſumed 
by Godfor a Time, is during that Time as true, and 
 viſiblea Symbol of his Preſence, as a Body, or Natare 
perſonally United to/him can be. 

And thus it was, that God appeared vifibly to the Pa- 
triarchs in Old Time, and particularly to Abraham, to- 
Geaeon, and to the Father and Mother of Sampſon, who 
thereupon thought that they ſhould Die for having ſeen 
God Face to Face. For generally all Interpreters hold 
the Perſon who thus-appeared, to have been the Second 
Perſon of the Bleſſed Trinity, the Eternal Son of the Fa- 
ther ;. though ſometimes called ſimply the  Azgel, and 
ſometimes the Angel of the Covenant, fromthe Office he: 
was then aQtually imployed' in by his Father, as the 
Extraordinary Meſſenger and Reporter of his- Mind to- 
Holy Men-upon:ſome great Occaſions; | | 

his ſuppoſed, I delire this bold Auttior to tell me; 
Whether the Second Perſon of the Trinity (God equal 
with the Father ) was perſonally United to the Body,which' 
he then. appeared in, or not? If not; then the fore- 
mentioned Aſſertion, That nothing- can make God viſible, 
but a Perſonal Union to a-Viſible Nature, falls ſhamefull 
to the Ground, as utterly falſe. But if he was Perſo- 
zally United to it, then theſe Paradoxes mult follow, 


I. That he either laid-down that Aſſumed Body after- + 
wards, or he did'not: if he did, :then an Fhpoſtatical. 
Union witlrGod may be diſſolved ;. and not only ſo, but: 
there may be alſo a Thouſand Perſonal Unions one after 
another,(if God ſhall think fit to Aflume <Booy; and ap- 
pear in it ſo often;) which would becontr 


ary tg the. Sence- 
of. 
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of all Divines, and to all Principles of found Divinity, 
which own but one Hypoſtaricat Union and no more. Or, 

2. He ftill retains an Unios to that Aſſumed Body, and 
then there is a double Hhpoftazical Union, viz. One to the 
Vigble Body Aſſumed by him, 1a which he appeared of 
Old, and the other to that Body which: he was Born with 
in the World. All which Poſc0x5.are horrid and mon- 
ſtrous, but unavoxdably conlequent from: the foregoing 
Aſſertion. . But for the further illuſtration of the caſe F 
do here affirm to this Author, 'That God is as Viſible in 
an Aſſumed Body, whether of Air, or Ather, or what- 
ſoever other Materials it might be formed of, as in a 
Body of Fleſh and Blood Perſonally United to him : I ſay, 
as Viſible. For notwithitan great difference of 
theſe Bodies, and the difference of their Union and Rela- 
tion to God, One being by a Temporary Aſſumption, and 
the other by a Per/onal Incarnetion ; yet no Corporeal 
Eye could diſcern this Difference, during -the Appear- 
ance, but that one was, for the time, as Viſible as the 
other ; and therefore ſince bothof them were truly Sym- 
dols of Goas peculiar Preſence (the only way by which 
the Divize Nature becomes viſible toa Mortal Eye) it 
demonſtratively overthrows that poſitive, falſe Aﬀertion 
of this Author, T hat nothing ca phe God Viſtble, but a 
Perſonal Union to a Viſible Natave. mt 
| | PARADOX. 

All the Circumſtances of our 'Savioui's Birth, and Life, 
aud Death, were ſo punctuelly foretold by the Prophets, and 
fo peremptorily decreed by God, that after he was come into 
the World, there was no place for his Choice and ElkeCtion. 
And he could not ſhew either his Love, or his Humility by 
chooſing Poverry, Death, &c. Page 242. Line 5. | 

Anſwer. This ts Falſe, Abſurd, and Dangerous, and 
andeed next toBlaſphemous ; as overthrowing the whole 
Oeconomy 
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Oeconomy of Man's Redemption by the Merits of Chriz?. 
For that which leaves no place for Chorce, leaves no poſ- 
ſibility for Merit, For all Merit is founded in freedom 
of Action, and that in Choice, And if Chri#, after his 
Incarnation, had not this, he could rot Merir. And 
whereas the Author ſays, That Chri#t choſe all this as the 
Second Perſon of the Trinity antecedently to his Incarnation. 
f Anſwer, That this 1s indeed true, but reaches not the 
preſent Caſe. For what he did before he was Incarnate, 
was the Act of him purely 2s God; but a Meritdrioms 
Action muſt ſtill be an Humane Action ; which could not 
proceed from the Secord Perſon before his Afſumption- of 
an Humane Nature. Treadily grant and hold, That the 
Adtions of ChriſPs Humane Nature received a peculiar 
Worth and Valuefrom its Vz/o7 with his Divize Per fon, 
yet ftill T affirm, that this Worth and Value was Sub- 

jetted and Inherent in his Hwmnare Actions, as fuch ; and 
thereby qualified them with fo high a degree of Merz. 

So that, whenceſoever this Merit might flow, they were 

only his Humane Actions, viz. ſuch as proceeded from 

himas a Man, that were properly and formally Meri- 

tOTIOUS. - 

And whereas this Author ftates the Reaſon of this 
his horrid Aﬀertion upon rhe PrediCtions of the Prophers, 
and the peremprory Decrees of God concerning all that 
belonged to, or befell Chri#, IT dohere tell lnm, That 
neither Predictions nor Decrees, though never ſo pun- 


= 


Ctual and peremptory, do, or can infringe, or take a- 


way the freedom of Man's Choice, or Eleftion about 
the Things ſo Decreed, or foretold ; how difficult ſoe- 
ver it may be for Humane Reaſon to reconcile them ; and. 
if this Man will afficm rhe contrary, he muft either ba- 
niſh all Choice and Freedom of Action, or al certain Pre- 


dictions and peremptory Decrees out of the World ; let 
bum 
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him-chooſe which of theſe Two Rocks he will run him- 
{elf againſt, for he will be afſuredly -ſplit upon either 
This vile Aſertion really deſerves the Cenſure of a .Cox- 
vocation, and itis pity, for the Charch*s fake, but in due 
time it ſhould find it. - 
PARADOX. 

Concerning Perſoz and Perſonality he has theſe fol- 
lowing Aﬀertions, which I have here drawn together 
trom ſeveral parts of his Book, viz. The Mind is a Per- 
ſon, Page 191. Line 21, 22. A Soul without a Vital Union 
.t0 4 Body, is a Perſon, Page 262. Line 179. Azd the Soul 
.i the Perſon, becauſe it is the Superiour governing power, 
.and Conſtitates the Perſon, op 268. Line 28.. A Beaft 
which has no Reaſonable Soul, but only an Animal Life, is 
a Perſon, &c. Page 262. Line 18, 19, 20. And again, 
We may find the Reaſonable and Animal Life Subſiſting a- 
part, and when they do ſo, they are Two[ Perſons ]and but One 
[Perſon] when United, Page the ſame, at the end of 
it. And laſtly, One Agent is One Perſon, Page 268. 
Line 2. 

Anſwer. Tnall theſe Propoſitions, ſo confidently laid 
down by this Man, there are almoſt as many Abſurdi- 
ties and Fallſities as there are Words. I have already 
ſhewn this of ſome of them in Chap. 3. and therefore I 
. Thall be the briefer in my Remarks upon them here. 

And firſt for that Aﬀoreien, That the Mind is a Per- 
ſon, Tothis I Anſwer, That-the Mind may be taken 

Two ways. : 

Firſt, Either for that | {ztellectual Power, or Faculty, 
by which the Soul underſtands and Reaſons. Or, 
=. Secondly, For the Rational Soul it ſelf. 

.In the former ſence, it is but an Accident, -and par- 
ticularly a Quality : In the ſecond it is an Eſſeztial part 
of the Whole Man; and therefore ypon _— 

t 
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theſe Accounts-can be a Perſon. For-neither an Accrdevnt, 
nor a Part can be a-Perſoz ; which (as ſuch) muſt be 
-both a Subſtance, and a Complete Subſtance too. 

And ſecondly, Whereas, he ſays, That 4 Soul without 

4 Vital Union to the Body is a Perſon; T tell him, That 
the Soul without ſuch an Union, is {till an Incomplete Be- 
ing ; as being Originally and Naturally deſigned for the 
Completion and Compoſition of the Whole Man, and there- 
fore for that reaſon, cannot be a Perſox. 

And then Thirdly, Whereas he adds, That the Soul 

& the Perſon, becauſe it is the Superiour Governing Power, 

and Conſtitutes the Perſon. T Anſwer, That it is the for- 

mer, and does the latter, only as it is the prime Eſſential 

part of the whole Man; and tor that very cauſe is an 7- 
complete Being, (as every part.1s and muſt be) and eon- 

1equently cannot be a Per/oy. 

In the next place, For an Anſwer to his ſaying, That 

a Beaſt is a*Perſon. IT refer him to his own poſitive At- 
firmation, Page 69. Line 18. That 4 Perſon, and an In- 
telligent Subſtance, are reciprocal Terms: And the ſame 
may ſerve for an Anſwer to his next Abſurdity, That 
when the. Reaſonable and the Animal Life .ſubſiſt apart, they 
are Two Pafies For the Animal Life ſeparate from the 
Rational, is void of all Reaſon, and the very Definition 
of a Perſon is, That it is Suppoſitum Rationale, aut Intel- 
Ligens. 

* .the laſt place, By his ſaying, That One Agent is 
Oe Perſon, (which, I am ſure, he affirms univerſally 
of every ſingle Agent) he makes every Living Creature 
under Heaven, a Per/oz : For every ſuch Creature is 
endued with a Principle of Life and A#toz, and accord- 
ingly Acts by it, and by ſo Acting, is properly an Agezt : 
From all which it follows, That this Author (as great 


as. his Retinue may be) has many more Perſons in his 
s Family 
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Family,than he is aware of ; there being not-ſo much as: 
a Rat or a Mouſe within the Walls of his Deayry, but, 
according to this Afſertion of his, is as truly and proper- 


ly a Perſon as himſelf. So that although he ſeldom (as 
he ſays) makes Viſits, yer he is ſure never to want Com- 


any. 
oy PARADOX. 


He Aſſerts, That every Man has T.wo diſtini# Reaſons, 


and Two diſtinct Wills, and thoſe as diitintt as if he had Two 
Souls, Page 267. Line 7, 8, 9. 


Anſwer. This Afertion, and the Abſurdity of it are- 
perfetly his own. For certainly Two Reaſons and 


Two Wills, and thoſe as diſtin in each Man, as if he 
had Two diſtin Souls, were never Aſſerted to be in any 


One [meer] Man, by any Perſon of Sence and Learn-- . 
ing before : It has indeed been diſputed by Philoſophers, . 

Whether there be Three Souls in the ſame Man, viz. A Ra-. + 
tional, a Senſitive, and a Vegetative? And it has been ge-- 


nerally concluded in the Negative, and that the Grads 


Intelleftivus, Senſitivns, & Vegetativus were only Three 


aftinit Powers, or Faculties lodged. in one and the ſame 


Soul : But as for Two diftini# Reaſons and Two diſtint#- 


W:lls in one Soul, none that I ever met with, afhirmed 


it. And in Anſwer toit, it were enough to overwhelm- 
the Aſſertor of it with the Univerſal Judgment of alt 
Philoſophers holding the contrary, viz. That iz each In-. 
dividual Perſon there is only One Individual Reaſon and 


Wall, and no more. 


But I ſhall diſcourſe the Matter a little further with- 


this Author.;. though yet-as briefly as I can. 
And firſt of all, Ilay down this as certainly true, That 


if Qze ſingle Reaſon, and One ſingle Will-are ſufficient to 

we 4 Account of all the AQts, Offices,. and Operations. 
Glentine to the Nature of Man, then it 3s ſuperfiuons, and. 
Rs conſequently . 


bo OR TT 
Bea DEER: 


CrHaPpTER IX 
wonſequently Abſurd to Aſſert any more. But the former is 
undoubtedly true. And to ſhew that it is ſo, we are to 
conſider what Human Reaſon, and the Offices of it pro- 
perly are; and fo for-the Humane Will, and the proper 
AXcts and Functions of that. Now they are both of them 
Intelleftual Faculties, and thereby diſtinguiſhed from, and 
Superiour to all Atts of Sexſation, whether External, or 
Internal, and all A&ts of Deſire and A— proceed- 
ing from the Senſitive Appetite. And as they are ſupe- 
riour to them, ſo itis the proper Office of Reafoz to Ar- 
bitrate upon, Judge of, and Direct all the Apprehenſi- 
ons and Reports of the Senſes, and upon fuch a Judg- 
ment paſſed upon them, to declare authoritatively, What 
ought, or ought not tobe done ; and 1n the like manner the 
Wil is to Govern and Control all the Inferior Appetites, 
. Deſires, and Inclinations, by an effettual diſpoſal of 
- -them, to what ſhall, or ſhall not be done. And this is the 
Order and Oeconomy of all the Rational and Sexſitive 
Powers and Faculties of the Soul of Man, and of the Furn- 
Htions and Operations. reſpeCtively belonging to them. 
And now I deſire any one to ſhew me, what uſe there is 
of a ſecond Reaſon, and a ſecond Will, and what are 
thoſe particular, proper As proceeding from them, 
which are neither [ztel/efual, nor Sexſitive. For if they 
arecither of theſe, all ſuch 4#s have been fully acconn- 
red for, from the Intellefual and Senſitive Principles al- 
ready mentioned, and therefore muſt needs be Superflu- 
ous. Again, I would know, whether theſe Two Rea- 
ſons are Subordinate, fo that one 1s fubject to and govern- 
ed by the other, or Co-ordizate and Equal, and neither of 
them Subje&t to, or Governed by the other ? It they 
are Subordinate, the Inferiour 1s uſeleſs, ſince the As 
proceeding from both, being; equally 4s of Reaſon, the 
Superiour.can and may dictate all that the Inferiour can 
Tt 2 | {uggeſt 
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fuggeſt immediately by it ſelf, and without the Suboys 
dinate Operation of the other ;  andwhat I have faid of 
an Humane Reaſon, will proportionably hold in an Hy- 
mane Will : But if, on the other ſide, there are Two Cos 
ordinate Reaſons, and Two Co-ordinate Wills, neither- of 
them ſubje&t to, or governed by the other, then, in the 
DireCtion and Diſpoſal of Mens AQtions,they either ſug- 
geſt the very ſame Dire&tions and Cotnmands, or ſuch 
as are quite different, and-ſometimes perhaps contrary. 
If the very ſame, then Oze of the Reaſons and Ore of the 
Wills areagain ſuperfluous : For what need can there be 
of *Fwo-to figgeſt the very ſame things ? But if theſe 
Two oſs ſuggeſt different, or contrary Dire&tions,; 
and theſe 


fluences U = the Inferiour and Senſitive. part, then the: 


Soul muſt be diſtratted between both, and not able to 


proceed determinately to Action ; but the: Two R =—_ | 
muſt diſpute the Matter, and the Two Wils muſt fight it> - 
out. And this will be the. admirable. Harmony and . 


State of an Humane Soul: 


If-it-be here Objeted; That we ſometimes find men--- 


tion in Scripture of a Senſual, or Carnal Reaſon, and of a> 
Senſual Will : and that therefore Two Reaſons, and Two: 
Wills ruſt be admitted in each Man.. . 

I Anſwer, That. we Read in Scriptare of- the Old Man: 
and the New May, in Perſons Regenerate, and yet I can-- 
not from hence infer, That Two ai/tindiMen do, or can- 
Subfiſt in Oxe Perſoz, And therefore as to that ObjeQtion- 
of a Carnal, Senſual Will and Reaſon, 

E Anſwer, Fhat Reafor is called -Sexſual,when it direCts- 
and preſcribes according to the Exorbitant Inclinations- 
and-Deſires of the Sexſitive. Part ; and the W:/! is called- 
Þ likewiſe, when it does not interpoſe its Sway and Au-- 
thority,, but ſuffers the Senſitive Appetites.to take their: 


Two Wills exert Two difterent, .or contrary In--. 
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own courſe without control : So that this Term Sexſaal, 
or Carnal applyed either to Reaſon, or Will, does not 
import, or inferr another Reaſon, or another W711, . but 
the ſame Reaſon and Will under different, and ſometimes 
contrary Qualifications,. and otherwiſe acting and beha- - 
ving themſelves, than, according to their Natural Pre- 
rogative and Office in the Soul, they ought to do. It 
is indeed a diviſion Subjetti in Accidentia. And this is 
all that can be drawn from thence. Rn 
In fine, I think a ſtranger and a fillier Paradox could 
not well be advanced ; and it is great pity but the Au- - 
thor of.it ſhould be Known by this Glorious Charadter, 
That this is that great Philoſopher and Divine, who af-- 
firms and holds, That there: are Three -diſtinct Infinite © 
Minds in. One God: And Two diftinit# Reaſons, and Two + 
diſtin&t Wills in One and the Fi Max. And long may 
he live to have the fame: of ſuch Afſertions ringing un : 
both his Ears ; and when he is Dead, I doubt not but: 
he will be remembred by them, though they be never: 
writ upon his. Tomb.: For- certainly - he who affirms 
Two Reaſons.in the ſame Man; . hardly diſcourſes at the..: 


rate of One. 
PARADOX. 

He Aﬀerts, - That the Body moves at the Command of the. 
Will, _ is ſo far Conſcious to its Commands, Pag. 269. - 
Lin. 18, 19. | 

In Adowaatich, I affirm it to be abſolutely falſe, -. 
and extremely abſurd, to ſay,That the Body is at all Con-- 
ſcious fo the Commanas of the Will. Foraſmuchas Conſct- - 
ouſneſs is an Act of Intellection, and ſo'mult iſſue. from an -: 
Iytellective. Faculty, which the Boay is not endued with, . 


and' therefore cannot aCt by ; and withall, every Act of. 


the Will is only .an Intellzgible, and not a Senſitive Object ; - 
and conſequently..cannor be otherwiſe apprehended and. * 
perceived than Intellectually: . And as forthe Commandcof*: 

| io: 
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it ; a Command operates and moves only by' way of 
Moral Cauſationviz.by being firſt known by the Thing 
or Agent which it is direQed to, which thereupon by 
ſuch a Knowledge of it, 1s induced to move, or Act ac- 
cordingly. But now, the H/il does not thus Act upon 
the Body,the Body having no Principle whereby to know, 
or underſtand what it Commands. And therefore, when 
we ſay, That the Will Commands the Body, in' ſtrictneſs 
of Truth, it is only a Metaphorical Expreffion. For 
the W:/, or Soul cmoriry, Em Act of Volition, moves the 
Body, not by Command, but by Phyſical Impulſe.: That 
is to ſay, It does by its Native force, Energy, and Acti- 
wuity, fil move and impell the Spzirzts, and by the In- 
ſtrumental Mediation of them ſo moved 'and impelled, 
it moves and impells the Body; .and this, by, as real an 
Impulſe, as when TI puſh, or thruſt a thing with. my 
hand. For though indeed a Materia! Thing cannot aQ- 
ively, or efficiently move, or work 'upon an Inmate- 
rial, yet Philoſophers grant that an Immarerial (as being 
of the nobler and more aftive Nature) can move, im- 


-pell, or work-upon a Material; and if we cannot form 
1nour Minds an Idea of the Mechaniſm of this' Motion, 


it is becauſe neither can we form in our Minds an Idea 

of a Spirit : But nevertheleſs Reaſon and Diſcourſe will 

Evince, That the Thing muſt. be ſo. * 
PARADOX. 

He tells us, That the Humane Nature of Chriſt may be 
Tenorant of ſome things, notwithſtanding its perſonal Union 
to the Divine Word; becauſe it is an Inſcciour and Subject 
Nature, Page 270. Line 12,1 FL 7 | 

Anſwer. Theſe Words alſo are both abſurd and 
falle. And | 

Firſt, They are Abſurd, becauſe no Rules of Speak- 


ing, or Arguing, permit us to ſay of any Thing, or 


Perſon, 
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Perſon, 'That it may be ſo, or ſo; when neceſſarily it is, 
and muſt be ſo. For the Term [may] imports an I1n- 
difference, or at leaſt, a poſſibility to both ſides of the 
-ontradiftion : So that when a Man ſays, That a 
Thing [may be thus, or thus] he does by conſequence 
ſay allo, [That it may not be thus, or thus, ] And there- 
fore to ſay, That the Humane Nature of Chriſt, notwith- 
ſtanding its Perſonal Union to the Worad,may be ignorant of 
ſome Things, when it cannot but be ignorant of ſome ; 
nay, of very many Things, is Abſurd. 
And in the next place alſo, To make the Subjection of 
the Humane Nature to the Divine, the proper Cauſe of this 
Ienorance us falſe, and the Aſſignation of a non caula pro 
causi : It being all one, as if I ſhould ſay, That ſuch ax 
one cannot be a good Diſputant, becauſe he has a blemiſh in 
his Eye. For it is not this Sabjection of it. to the Divine 
Natare, that makes it ignorant of many Things known 
by that Natare ; but the vaſt diſparity that is between 
theſe Two Natares, viz. That one of them 1s Infinite, 
the other Finite, which makes it impoſſible for the Infi- 
niteto Communicate its'whole Kyowledge to the. Finite. 
Foraſmuch as ſuch a Kyowledge exceeds its Capacity, and' 
cannot be received into it, ſo as to exiſt, or abide in ir, . 
any more than Omnipotence, or Omnipreſence, or any 0-- 
ther Infinite Divine Perfection can be lodged in a. Finite 
Being. x 
And befides this, this very Author, inthe immediate- 
ly foregoing Page, had not only allowed but affirmed, 
T-hat the Body (which certainly is both United 'to the 
Soul, and of a Nature Subject and Inferiour to it) was. 
yet Conſcious to the Dictates and Commands of the Soul. . 
Wherefore where Two Natares are United, the bare Sab- 
jettion of. one to:the orher, is not the proper Caule, that 


the: Natare which is Subjett, is ignorant of what is. 
| : known. 
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known by the Nature: which it is ſabjef# to. For if 
' Subjection were the ſole and proper Cauſe of this Igno- 
-rance, the Inferiour Nature would be equally ignorant of 
-every Thing known by the Saperioar ; which yet,accord- 
-ing to this Man's own Dottrine'of the Conſciouſneſs f 
"the Body to the Soul, 1s not fo. This Conſideration -I al- 
Tedge only as an Argument ad homizem, having already, 
by the former Argument, fifficiently -proved the falſe- 
neſs of his Aſertion. 

But I ſhall detain my Reader no longer uporr this Sub- 
je; though I muſt aflure: him, that T have given him 
but a Modicum, and (asit were) an handful or two out 
of that full heap which I had before me ; and from 
-which Thad aQtually collected ſeveral .more Particulars, 
-which I have nor-here- preſented 'him with, being un- 
willing to ſwell my Work to too great a Bulk. Never- 
:theleſs T look upon this Head of Diſcourſe, as ſo very 
- uſeful to place this Author in a true Light, that if T might 
'be ſo bold with my Reader, Icould wiſh, that he would 
vouchſafe this'Chapter (of all the reſt) a ſecond Peru- 
{al ; upon which I dare undertake, that it will leave in 
him ſuch Imprefſions concerning this Man's fitneſs:to 
Write about the Trinity; as will not wear out of his 
Mind inhafte. And-yet after allthis, I -will not pre- 
fume to derogate from this Author*s Abilities, how inſo- 
lently ſoever he has trampled upon other Mens; but 
content my ſelf, that T have fairly laid that before the 
Reader, by which he may take a juſt, and true meaſure 
. of them. And ſo-I ſhall conclude this Chapter with an 
. Obſervation, which I have, upon ſeveral occaſions, had 
. cauſe tomake, viz. That Divinity and Philolophy are 
. certainly the worſt Things in the World, for any One to be 
Magiſterial i», who does not anderiand them. | 
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CHAP: X. 


In which the Author's Grammatical, (and ſuch 
like) Miſtakes, as they are found here, and there 
in his Writings, are ſet down, and remarked 
upon. 


F \Ould this Author have carried himfelf with a 
ordinary degree of Candor and Civility towards 
thoſe,whom he wrote againſt,he had never had the leaſt 
Trouble given him by me upon this Head of Diſcourſe. 
But when I find him treating Learned Men with ſo 
much Difſdain and Inſolence, and much liker a rough, 
11l-bred Schoo!-Mafter domineering over his Boys, than a 
fair Oppoxent entring the Liſts with an Ingenuous Antago- 
niſt, TI muſt confeſs, IT cannot think my ſelf obliged to 
treat him upon ſuch Terms, as I would an Adverſary 
of a contrary Temper and Behaviour. One Man (and 
a very Learned one too) he flirts at, as if he could not 
diſtinguiſh between Comunitive and Disjunitive Patti- 
cles; Vindication of his Caſe of Allegiance, pag. 76. the 
Two laſt Lines. Another he Scoffs, or rather Spi#s at, 
as neither ander#anding Greek nor Latine. Vindic. Trin. 
Pag. 95. Lin. 25. and thereby, I ſuppoſe, would bear 
himſelf to the World as no ſmall Critick in both. As for 
the Socizians (of which number this latter is) I do 
from my Heart Condemn their Opinions, as falſe, and 
deſtructive, not only of the Chriſtian, but (in ſeveral 
Uu Inſtances) 
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Inſtances) even of Natural Theology and Religion it ſelf. 


Nevertheleſs I do not find, that theſe Men uſe to be re- 
proached for wart of Greek, or Tatine, or for any No- 
table Defect of Parts, either Natural, or Acquired. 
Fauſtus Socinus was a Perſon undoubtedly of great Wit 
and Strength of Mind, and of Competent, though not 
very deep Learning ; but his Uncle Lelius Socinus be- 
fore him, and Crellizs who lived fome time after him, 
were Perſons very well ſtocked with both ; and ſo have 
been many more (indeed too many) beſides theſe. And 
where the Caſe ſtands thus, I think, what the Poet ſaid 
of Probity and Integrity, may very well be ſaid of Learn- 
ing allo, viz. That it is Commendable even in an Enemy, 
how much ſoever we may blame him for the ill uſe of 


it. Butthis Author ſpares neither Friend nor Foe, but 


comes. like a kind of Hurricano upon his Adverſary, not 
vouchſating him ſo much as one grain of Allowance, 
whereſoever he finds (or rather thinks he finds) him 
Tripping. And therefore, let him not, of all Men, 


_—_ that he is hardly dealt with, 2f with the ſame 


meaſure, with which he has hitherto meted to others, it be 
weaſured to him again. 


Accordingly, I ſhall in this Chapter proceed to exa- 


mine his Grammatical, Vocabular Miſtakes. And that I 
may do:this juſtly, and without the leaſt ſhadow of un- 
fair dealing, I will firſt ſet down the Table he gives us 


of the Typographical Errata, in the firſt -Edition of his 
ec 


Book; that ſo we may diſtinguiſh, what ought to 
r4ugy at the Printer's Door, and what at the. A«- 
thor's... 
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CHAPTER X. 


"The Table of Errata prefixed to the Firſt Edition of the 
Vindication of the Blefled Trinity, &c. is as fol- 


lows. 


Age 50. Line 2, read Teexywpnors, P. 51. I. 15. for 
Corinthus read Cerinthus. P. 93. L. 26. for ſs read 
75, P.g5. L. 32. for his read Tres. P. 96. L. 2. for 
Perſons read Perſone, and I. 3o. for the read Three. 
P. 105. Line 5. for whence read when. P. 155. Line 33. 
for to read too. Pag. 203. L. 15. for we read He, P. 214. 
iL. 29. for Convict read Convinc't, P. 227. L. 1c. for 
World read Word. P. 238. IL. 18.dele zt. Þp. 249. 1.18. 
read Challenged. | 


This isa true and exa@ Tranſcript of the Table of the 
Errata prefixed to that Book. (Whether the ſaid Table 
be True, or no ) concerning which, I cannot but ob- 
ſerve, That moſt of theſe Errata are much more eaſfil 
Corrigible by an Ordinary Reader (without any Ad- 
monition) than thoſe that T ſhall mention, and remark 
upon. AndT ſhall add further, That, had he but ſaid 
[That theſe and the like Errata the Reader is deſired to Cor- 
rect as he ſhall meet with them] he ſhould have heard of 
none of them from me; though I am pretty well fſatis- 
fied, and fo will any Jadicious Reader be too, that as 
none of them in any probability are, ſo ſome of them 
(as they ſtand here placed in this Book) neither are, nor 
could be any one's but his own. But ſince he has laid in 
no ſuch Salvo, and this ſtands as a full Account of the 
Errata ; and not only ſo, but ſince in the Second Edition 
fome Faults not mentioned in this Table, are CorreQ- 
ed, while others remain the ſame, or as bad, as in the 
Firſt Edition, there is all the Reaſon in the World, that 
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the Author ſhould be charged with that, from which 
*he himſelf has thus 'Uiſcharged the Printer. And be- 
ſides, in the Second Edition of his Book, the Reader is 
defired to take Notice, that there is no Table of Errata 
at all ; by which we may juſtly conclude, That he reck- 
oned it ſo Corret?, as to need no further Correionv. So 


right that can be, to Account with him-for. 
A Leiter  Andthe rather, for that Ten-Years ago he publickly 
mp of declared in Print, That he was reſolved in what he ſhould 
Printed publiſh for the future, to Correct the Preſs himſelf; though, 
1633- on my Conſcience, it was one of the unfitteſt Employ- 
ments (next to the Writing of Vindications ) that he could 
take to; as, I doubt not, but this Chapter will pretty 
well-ſhew. 
Now the Words, which I intend to Remark upon, 
ſhall be of theſe Two ſorts. 
"Wh Such as may be conſidered ſingly in themſelves. 
An 
Secondly, Such as muſt be conſidered in ConjunQion 
with other Words, in Sentences and Forms of Speak- 
ing. | 
© the firſt ſort the Reader may pleaſe to take notice 
of theſe that follow. 

As in Page 16. Line 23. I find an extraordinary word 
called &xropeoguos@-» : the meaning of which IT would 
gladly know : For I can no more find it.in any Lex#coz, 
than Ian in the Table of the Errata : And yet certainly 

it muſt be ſome excellent Word, as having ftood its 
owe in both Editions of his Book. I confeſs IT have 
een apt.to think-it ſtands for &xTopevouerOr; but why 
it ſhould do ſo, the Author (who, no doubt, is a Grec:- 
4z.in his Heart) may poſlibly give us- a good. Reaſon ;. 
but.T, for my part, cannot.. 


* 


that what I find there, T judge my ſelf, to have all the . 


Such. 
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CHAPTER MX 


Such another Word we have cloathed indeed in'G7eek 
CharaCters, but, by no means, 'of Greek ExtraCionis 
and that is azanrwroupor,, Pag. 115. Lin. 11. T have 
read, I confeſs, of axerorouagror, ligmiying innomina- 
bile, or quod nominari non poteſt ; and T do not deny but 
that I find ax«Twrpapey allo ; and that not only in the 


| place here cited out of Greg. Nyſſez, but twice alſo in 


St. Baſil's Hexaemeron (from whence I quoted it ſo 
written,Ch.7. p.192.)But I very much queſtion, Whether 
the Word be ſo wrote in other and Ancienter Copies of 
thoſe Father*s Works; and that for theſe Two Reaſons: 
Firſt,. Becauſe it muſt be derived from the Preterper- 


fect Tenſe wyounres:; and if fo,; then according to the 


Rule of Grammar in ſuch Verbal Derivatives, the Aug- 
ment muſt be thrown away, and the Original Letter re- 
tained ; as In &ygpos 4b nygpoat, ouanopes ab wuiNopai, 
and conſequently oy-uap@- 4b wrouaga:. And that 
oro-un Ge with an Omicron is the Regular and proper 
Word, appears-from thoſe Cognate Words ſo common 
amongſt the Granmmarians, ' oroparinn 7 ovouarixey. 
Nevertheleſs if dropag ©. be admitted, it muſt be by 
the Attick Dialef; which very often (eſpecially- in 
Compounds) puts an @ for an @; as in axwwaaG. and 
#rwmuGe,. and {everal other like Words. | 
But my Second-Reaſoz, why I think the Ancienter 
Editions of St. wo have it axalvonesr©. with an O- 
micron, is, becauſe I find thoſe Lexicographers who write 
it ſo, quote this Word out of that very place of St; Ba- 
ſis Hexaemeron, where now it ſtands wrote azazwve- 
Kage, Which ſurely proves that they found it not there 
ſo wrote then, when they quoted it from thence. - But: 
admitting that it may be ſo wrote, viz. with an w:as. 


well as with an o,yer what does,or can this make for our 7-*- 


Conſtants 


Author's new-coined axeTwyopugroy? For till tliere cans 
be.. 
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be found ſuch Greek Words as oyopiCw and cropuiCoum 
-to derive it from. (which none ever yet met with, nor 
ever will) in vain ſhall we ſeek for arwroupoy any 
where bur in this Author. + + » | 

In the next place, to paſs from Greek Wordsto Larrne, 
or ſuch at leaſt as are Latinized, T would ghadly know, 
who thoſe Arnti-Nicene Fathers were, who are mention- 
ed by him, Pag. 24. Liz. 5. And, whether they were 
Arians, or Novutians; who (as I take it ) were the 
great Oppolers of the Nicene Council. But that, I find, 
cannot be, ſince our Author tells us, That rhe Perſons, 
ſpoken of by him, were of the ſame Faith with the Nicene 
- Fathers. So that upon that Account, Tſhould think, it 
ought to be the Ante-Nicene Fathers. 'And if fo, T think 
the Author would do well to take notice, that there is 
a great difference between AnriNicenrand Ante-Nicene, 
between ſuch as- lived before the Council, and ſich as 
were againſt it. And the more particular and'exa&t no- 
tice ought he to take of it here, ſince ( though - the dif- 
ferencebe only in an fore): he yet knows what a Diſtur- 
bance this little Letter-made in'the Hommorfian and Ho- 
»oiouſian Controverſie, even ſo great as to occaſion the 
.Convening of this Famous Council. Nevertheleſs, that 
this word Arti-Nicene paſſed for good and current with 
this Author, is evident from hence, that it is (as well 
as ſome others) free of both Editions of this extraordj- 
nary Book. 

Again in Page 105. Line 8. we are told of the Fi- 
-vourztes of ſome Opinions. As to which, I had thought, 
that Men uſe to favour and countenance Opinions,” and 
not to be countenanced and favoured by them. And yet 
the Word Favorrite ſignifies paſſively, ant ſo muſt be 
taken for one who receives favony, and not atively for 
one who ſbews it. Andrherefore if to repreſent any one 
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as the Favourtte of an Opinion be not good ſence, I know 
no way, but by ſtriking it out, and putting Favorrer in. 


the room of it, to make it better. 
- Im Page 106. Line 16.1 read Intenſion uſed in the ſame 
| ſence with Intention, or Parpoſe ; and I muſt declare, 
that I never found it ſo uſed betore. 

And in Page 108. Line 31. Iamtold of the Council of 
Lateran ; and I wondered a good while, what Coun- 
cl it ſhould be ; for though I had heard of ſeveral 
Lateran Councils, yet I never heard of the Council of the 
Lateran, till I met with it here, 


Likewiſe I find an Extraordinary Perſon in Page 43:. 


Lixe 1. named Lucifer Carolitanus, and was thereupon: 


in ſome thoughts with my ſelf, whether there might 


have beenany place called in former times Caro/zza, or 

by ſome Name like it. But then out comes. the Second: 
Edition and pri _— — which (in my- 
poor Opinion) looks very fuſpicioully,” as if ſome Body- 
had a mind to Correct it, but knew not how. As for 
# Lucifer Calaritanus 1o called from Calaris, now Cagliari, . 


the Metropolis of Sardinia, T have heard much of him ; Cal 4 h hor : 
but T will ſuppoſe our Author had ſome Body elſe in his . ., 2c 4k) Boy 


Eye. And upon this occaſion, . I cannot but take notice- 
of ſome other Writers quoted by him, whom the World 
ſeems as much unacquainted with, as with this Carolita- 
»us. As for inftance St. Hillary in his Apol. P. 15. ar: 
the latter end. And Albaſpin in his Defence of Dr. Sti/- 
lingfleet, Pag. 165. Lin. 22. And {Vonnas inhis Kpow-- 
ledge of Chrift, Pag. 2x8. Now St. Hilary indeed, a 
Famous Father of the Church, and Biſhop of: Poidters, 
and Albaſpiners Archbiſhop of Orleans, Eminent for his- 
Learned Works, and Noynws who Wrote a Paraphraſe - 
upon St. Johx”'s Goſpel, in Greek Verle, are every one of 
them known and celebrated by all. But as for St. H/-- 
lar),. 
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lary, Albaſpinus and Nonnas, T never heard of them till 
this Author was pleaſed to bleſs the World with theſe 
New Names. ? 

As-for Erronious inftead of Erroneous, and eywiwouyy 
inſtead of «ywovr, they 'are ſmall things, and ought 
to make no difference —_— Friends, theugh I have 
known many a poor School-boy forced to Water his Plants 
for a leſs Miſtake, | | 

But there is:a Word of ſingular note, which I have 
met with at leaſt ſix or ſeven times -1n this Book, and 
four times in one Page, viz. 227. and it is Proſopopes, 
which alfo, as well as its Companions has given the Ca- 
talogue of Errata the 1lip, and ſo, weathered ir out in 
Two Editions-: But what to make of it, I cannot tell. 
'There is indeed. a certain Figure in R#etorick, called Pro- 
ſopopeia, which I know well enough, :but Proſopopea I 
am wholly a Stranger to.: And ſurely this Author could 


not mean the Figure Tepowrowote ; foraſmuch as the. 
ſtrict Literal ſignification of that is fid#io Perſone, And 


66-4 ©. + Tcannot imagine how this Author ſhould miſtake about þ. 
—_ *\ +, this Word «(of all others) having had ſo Excellent an 


4H, «5-5 43. 
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| Handat the Thing ſignified by it; as having, Idareſfay, 
made more Perſons than ever God thought it to furgi 
\ the World with. 
. . Andto ſhew the Reader that our Author's ſtore ex- 
tends much further than one Book, I will preſent him 
with ſome more of the like Rarities out of ſome of his 
other Pieces. ; | 
As firſt in Page 65. of his Anſwer to the Proteſtant 
Reconciler, he makes mention of Exorciſme, Chryſom, 
Unttion, Dipping, Trine Immerſion, &Cc. as rejected by 
the Church of England. And here I was extremely at a 
loſs to learn what Chryſom was ; and after all my ſearch, 
wo Lexjicox could inform me, till at laſt T hit upon a cer- 
| | tain 
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tain little Lexicon, called, The Bill of Mortality, and 
there I found a Word very near it, as dittering from it 
but by one Letter, which was Chriſom,, ſignifying a 
Child rhat dies preſently after it is Born : But then con- 
ſidering again, that the Church of England did not de- 
clare her ſale to reject ſuch, I was as much at a loſs as 
ever ; till at length ſetting my Gueſſing Faculty on 
work, TI concluded, that certainly it ſhould be Chri/me, 
which is a Greek Word for Unition, as Immerſion is a 
Latine one for Dipping. And this our Author ſhould 
have taken notice of, for though he m it out of the 
Reconciler, yet ſince he neither rectifes it, nor refles 
upon him for it, we may very reaſonably ſuppoſe, that 
hetook it for good Payment ; and really thought, that 
it ought to be Chryſom as he found it. Otherwiſe he who 
had been ſo quick and ſharp upon him at other turns, 
would, no doubt, have took him upon ſuch 4n advan- 
tage, and well-favouredly expoſed him for ſo foul a 
Blunder. - 

But to go on. In Page 209. Line 13. of the ſame 
Book, I find mention of the Quzaadrigeſimal Faſt. And 
this put me as much to a ſtand, as the other, to imagine 


what kind of Fa# this ſhould be. For the neareſt and 


Iikeft Word I could derive it from, was Qzaariza, figni- 
tying a Coach, Cart, or Waggon. And oats as 
the Jews had their Fea# of Weeks, and of Tabernacles, 
{0 I did not know, but the Papiſts, or ſome Chriſtians 
like them, might have ſome Faft, called, The Faft of 
Coaches, or Waggons; and might poſſibly give it that 
Name from its being carried on with the Diſcipline of 
the Whip and the Laſh, as Coaches and Waggons uſed to 
be. This Conjecture, I ſay, I made with my ſelf. For 
I concluded, that this Author could not mean it of the 
Lenten-Faſt ; for that is called Quaarageſima, or Fejunium 
X X 
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Quadrageſimale, and iſſues from the Numeral Cuadra- 

inta, and fo is quite another Thing from this Cuadri- 
geſimal-Faſt ; wich T cannot find in all the Rubrick of 
our Church ; though perhaps when thoſe Excellent Per- 
ſons ſpoken of, Apology, P. 5. Lin. 20. have finiſhed their 
Intended Alterations of our Rubrick, we ſhall find it 
there too. 

In the next place, let us paſs to ſuch of his Words as. 
ftand conjoyned with others in Sentences, or Forms of 
Speaking. And here let us firſt of all conſider his abſurd 
uſe of that form of Expreſſion [2s I may ſo ſpeak] which 
he has at leaſt Twenty times in this one Book : Now the 
proper uſe of theſe Words, is to beſpeak excuſe for that 
which they are joyned to, as for ſomething that is /eger- 
dum cum venia, and containing in it a kind of Catachreſis, 
or at leaſt ſome Inequality, ſome Defe&t or other in the 
Expreſſion, with Reference to the Thing deſigned to 
be expreſſed by it. And this, I am ſure, 1s all the true 
and proper Reaſon aſſignable for the uſe of theſe Words. 
[as I may ſo ſpeak, ]J But this Author applies and uſes. 
them, even when he pretends to give the propereft and 
moſt Literal Account and Explication of Things, and 
fuch an one, as is not only better than all others, but e- 
ven excluſive of them alſo, as the oy True Account that 
can be given of them. As for inſtance, where he af- 
firms Se/f-Conſciouſneſs to be the True and: only Formal 
Reaſon of Perſonality, and Mutual-Conſcionſneſs to be 
the ſame of the Unity of. the Divine Nature in the 
Three Perſons, he uſhers it in with thoſe Words. 
[as TI me ſo ſpeak] Page 56. Line 6, 7, 8, &c. which. 
( according to what he holds about theſe 'T'wo 
Terms) is all one, as if I ſhould ſay, God is an Infinite: 
Eternal, Almighty Being (as I may ſo ſpeak) and God 1s 
the Creator and Governor of the World {2s I may ſo 
ſpeak) and Man. is a Rational Creature, having * avg 
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Eyes, Two Arms, and Two Legs ; (4s I may ſo ſpeak) 
all which is egregiouſly Abſurd and Ridiculous. And 
the more ſo; for that this very Author reproaches one 
of his Adverſaries (whether Owen, Baxter, Lobb, or 
the Reconciter, T cannot at preſent remember, but the 
Thing I perfeAly do) for uſing the like Expreſſion [as 
1 may ſo ſay,] with great ſcoff and ſcorn, telling him 
thereupon, "That certainly zo Man had ever more need of 
[ fo ſays] than he had, Now for my own part, I think 
this Author*s | ſo ſpedks] are every whit as bad and con- 
temptible as his Adverſary*s [ /o ſays] unleſs he can per- 
ſwade the World, That a Man may ſpeak an Abſurd 
thing much more excuſably than he can ſay zz. 

To this we may add ſome more ſuch Abſurd Expreſſi- 
ons. As for inſtance, that in P. 55. Liv.” 26. where he 
ſays, That the Three Divine Perſons are ſo United to each 
other, as every Man is to himſelf. Tn which Words, be- 
ſides the falſeneſs of the Propoſition ;, it being impoſli- 
ble for the Three Divine Perſons to be ſo United to each 
other, as to be but Ore Perf which yet every Max zs, 
we ought to note alſo the Abſurdity of the Expreſſion. 
For all Uzioz,or Vnition,is Eſſentially between two thin 
at leaſt ; ſo that unleſs the Maz be One thing, and himſelf 
another, He cannot be ſaid to be United to Himſelf. He 
may, perhaps, be properly enough ſaid to be One with 
phe a6. ; but to ſay, That he is United to himſelf, 1s un- 
pardonable Nonſence. Again, in Page 85. Lize 8. He 

tells us, That the Infinite Wiſdom which is in the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is | Identically the ſame] which is as 

much as to ſay, That a Man is Wiſely Wiſe, Honeſtly Ho- 
neſt, Learnealy Learned, and the like : For though TI 
know what it is to be perfectly, or abſolutely the yon yet 
to affirm any Thing, or Perſon to be Identically the ſame, 
is an Idle, and a Nauſeous Tautology. Likewiſe in 
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Page 182. Line 19, Hetellsus, That God intercedes with 
0 Body but himſelf. Concerning which Form of Speak- 
ing, I muſt-obſerve, That when the 'Term: [Bar] is u- 
{ed as a Particle of Exception, it-implys the Thing, or, 
Perſon excepted from others, to be of the -/ame kizd, or 
at leaſt,cona:tion with the reſt, from which it was except- 
ed. And therefore, unleſs God were a Boay, it can with 
no Congruity of Speech be ſaid, That God zntercedes with 
0 Body but himſelf. So that this alſo muſt paſs for ano- 
ther Blunder. With the like Abfurdity he tells us in 
Page 124. Line 15. Where there are Two aiſtintt and divi- 
Fg Operations,if any of them can att alone without the other, 
there muſt be Two divided. Natures. Now it is a Maxime 
in Philoſophy, and that ſuch an one, as, T think, ought 
to take place in Grammar too, That Aftionis non datur 
Attio.. And accordingly if the Reaſoz of Things ought 
to be the Rule of Woras, then to ſay, That az Operation 
Atts, or Operates, is extremely Senceleſs and Ridiculous. 
But to proceed, he has a way of promiſcuouſly ap-. 
plying ſuch Words to Thizgs as are properly applicable 
to Perſozs only, ſuch as are [who] and [whoſe.] As 
for inſtance, he tells us of the Being of a.'Thing [whoſe] 
Nature we cannot conceive, Page 6. Live 11.: And in 
the lame Page, Line 23. We may know (lays he) that 
there are a great many things [whoſe] Nature and Proper- 
ties we cannot concetve, And in Page 7. Line 18. It is ſo 
far from being a wonder to meet with any Thing [whoſe Na- 
ture] we do not underfland, &c. But 1s this Sence, or 
Grammar ? Or does any Man ſay, Reach me that Book, 
Fwho es there] or that Chair [who anas there ? ] No, 
certainly, none. who underſtands what. proper ſpeaking 
is,. would expreſs himſelf ſo. And moreover (to ſhew 
that he can ſpeak of Perſozs in a Dzale# belonging only 
to bare Things,as well as he did of bare Things 1n words, 
PFOPecr. . 
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proper only to Perſons) he tells us of a Sox produced out 
of the Subſtance of [its Parent] inſtead of his Parent, 
Page 257. Line 19. which is a way of ſpeaking every 
whit as improper and abſurd.as the other. In the next 
place he has a cuſtom of joyning a. Verb of the Sizgular 
Number with' a Noun of the Plural, and fo vice wers. 
As there is Three Gods, inſtead of, there are Three Gods, 
Page 2. Line 9. And the Nature of most things [are] very 
dark and obſcure, inſtead of [ is ſo ] Page 6. Line 20. 
which alſo 15 ſo Ungrammatical that it would not be en- 
dured in a School-Boy ; -it being as arrant-a Soleciſm in 
Emeliſh, as Homines currit, or Socrates diſputaut would 
be in Latize. Likewiſe he often uſes the Particle [hex] 
inſtead of [thax] as, The Scripture teaches more [then] 
Natural. Reaſon does. Pag. 148. Line 19. And 4 more 
Glorious Authority [then] he exerciſes himſelf, Page 173. 
Line 28. This, I ſay, is familiar with him, but with- 
al exceedingly. Abſurd, Improper, and not Eze/iſh. For 
[then] is a Note of Time, but [haz] is a Note of Com- - 
pariſon, importing a greater or leſſer degree of that 
Thing wherein the Compariſon is made ; and is com- 
monly joyned with the Words ſoozer, or rather, but al- 
ways with ſome word or other, denoting the Compara- 
tive Degree of a Thing. As, ſach an one has more or leſs 
Strength, or Wiſdom [than] another. And I will Die 

ſooner, or rather [than] I will do ſuch a Thing, or the 
like. But no Man who Speaks, or Writes true Ex2//ſh, 
will uſe theſe two words indifterently. But I muſt not 
omit tliat Notable Paſſage, Page 119. Lize 25. where 
he tells us, "That there is pnre puorws ports evepyacs Tia 

Hiapoeny iy Ty Ocornri.. Thele are the very words, and 
as they ſtand(though in conjurtion with T'wo or Three 
Engliſh Words to complete the Sentence) do in my Opt- 

non, carry much of the Air of a Solectim upon _— 

Q. 
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ſo rhat according to the Conſtrution of them here, if it 
had been for my Life, inſtead of ſaying, There is -iye 
S1apoexy, IT would have ſaid, There zs mis Hiaqoes, and 
ſo have joyned true Greek and Egliſh together. 

And thus I have preſented the Reader with ſome of 
this Author's Ways and Forms of Expreſſion, which 
Grammarians call Loquendi Genera, From all which, 
according to the ſingular skill he has ſhewn in this ſort 
of Learning, it is to be hoped, that as he has already 
bleſt the World with a New Divinity and Philoſophy, 
ſo he will in due time oblige it with a new Grammar 
t00. 

And great need (as we ſhall preſently ſee) there 
ſeems to be of ſuch an one.In order to which,TI ſhall men- 
tion but one more of this Author's Pieces. And that is 
a Book, Intituled, 4 Defence of Dr. Stillingfleet, &c. 

In the beginning of which, there is a T able of Errata 
prefixed, that fills almoſt a whole Page ; ſo that I ve- 
rily thought, thar it had ſo clearly carried off the whole 
Crop, as to leave no Gleanings behind. Nevertheleſs 
I ſhall preſent the Reader with this ſmall Spicilegium of 
what I gathered up after it ; not mentioning any one 
Word that ſtands Corretted there. 

In Page 53. therefore, and Lze 10. He tells us of a 
Counterfeit Epithite ; but what that is, I do not know. 
T have indeed often heard of an Epirhete from the Greek 
ZH ve1G. and EH Selor, lignifying quid appoſitum aut adje- 
#um, and imports properly, an Adjective *joyned to a 
Subſtantive, and giving the Subſtantive a Denomination 
accordingly. But as for this Author's Epithite, it may, 
for ought appears, ſignifie ſomething to /fop Bottles. 
For as for any other Signification (that I know of) it has 
none. 


In 
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In the next place, Page 64, 65. he quotes Baxter for 
an Expreſſion uſed by him, viz. of ſuch People as talk 
through a Window on the Weit-end of Moore-Fields; and 
calls it Mr. Baxter's Elegant Paraphraſes for Madmen. 
Burt here (beſides the miſtake of Paraphraſes for Para- 
phraſis, which is only one Number put for another) our 
Learned Author muſt give me leave to tell him, That 
by this Paſſage, he ſeems not to underſtand what a Pa- 
raphraſis means. For a Paraphraſis, or z—_ (to 
putit into Exeliſh for his ſake) ſignifies properly a Tran- 
{lation of ſome Writizg, with Additions and Enlarge- 
ments to Illuſtrate and Explain the ſence of them, and is 
thereforeuſually called Liberior Tranſlatio. In which ſence 
weread of this or that Paraphraſe upon the Pſalms, and 
Eraſmus's Paraphraſe upon the New Teſtament, and the 
like. Sa that unleſs the Mad-mez here ſpoken of, were 
a certain Book, or Writing, and Mr. Baxter's Words 
concerning them, an Explicatory Tranſiation of the ſaid 
Writing, this Great-Good Man could not properly 
call them a Paraphraſe. But what muſt we call them 
then ? Why truly the forementioned Words might be 
properly enough called a Periphraſis, or Circumlocution 
(which, being fo like the word Paraphraſis, might eaſily 
deceive a Man who cares not what he Writes)and when 
it is ſo taken, it 1s a certain Figure in Speech, whereb 
we expreſs a Thing by ſeveral Words, which otherwiſe 
might, and, for the moſt part, is expreſſed by one. As 
Sophroniſci filius, is a Periphraſis for Socrates, and the 
Man who Conquered Pompey the Great, is a Periphraſis for 
Julins Ceſar ; and -1o to bring the matter home to 
Mr. Baxter*'s Inſtance ; that forementioned Expreſſion 
of, Men who talk through the Windows at the Weſt-end of 
Moore-Fields, 1s a proper Periphraſis for Mad-men. But 
as for a Paraphraſe upon Maadmen, T leave it to this ar 
derful 
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derful Perſon, to make a Paraphraſe upon any Man, 
(whether Mad or Sober) if he can. 

Likewiſe in Page 112. and the laſt Line, he tells us, 
out of Calviz's Epiſtles of a Publica precum formula. 
Concerning which, though I muſt confeſs, that I do by 
no means aſpire to be one of the Number of this Au- 
thor's Excellent Perſons, who were for altering our Li- 
turgy, or Publick Form of Prayer. Yet, .f it were ex- 
preiled by Publica precum formula, I ſhould be one of the 
foremoſt who ſhould deſire that Precam might be alter- 
 edinto Precam. In the mean time, why ſhould any. one 

who had read but a Page in Calviz, quote him for ſich a 
word as could not poſſibly drop from ſo Learned a Pen ? 

But it would be cndlef to deſcant particularly upon 
all this Author's New-found Lative, and Proprieties of 
Speech. And therefore to ſet them down briefly as 
they offer themſelves. . In Page 122. 1n the Quotation in 
the Margin, the Reader will find a moſt choice word, 
viz. Conſcionator, not to be met with in any ſuch puny 
Author as we commonly call Clzsffick, but cited by him 
inſtead of Corcionator out .of the 57th Canon of our 
Charch ; which, IT muſt tell him, 1s nor an ordinary ſlip, 
but a foul famble, attended with Two more in the ſame 
Quotation, viz. Sique for Siqui, and a lefler one, which 
is Utrum, for Utrum ; for that is no greater than the dift- 
ference of a Noun from an Adverb, which, we know, 
is below a Perſon,Paramount toall rule,to take notice of. 
Though by his good leave the Church of Eygland both 
Writes and Teaches better Latize to ſuch as are diſpoſed 
to learn it. 

Again in Page 139. in the Quotation on the ſide, we 
have theſe Words cited out of the third Book of Optatus 
Milevitanus. Recordamini quomodo a wobis jamaudum 
Matris Eccleſie membra diſtratta ſunt, non enim [Unam- 

- quamque 
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quamque demum} ſemel ſeducere potuiſtis, Of which Paſ- 
fageI muſt confeſs I could make neither Sencenor Gram- 
ar, till conſulting the Author himſelf of Albaſpineus's 
Edition, inſtead'of Unumquarque demum, I found it U- 
namguamque Domun ; which, no doubr, is an admirable 
Various Le&tion (of which this Author ought'to have 
the Glory) upon the Text of ſuch a Farther. Bur this is 
not all the Blunders which this fruitful Sentence affords 
us ; there being yet another, wiz. recedit for reſedit ; and 
that ſuch an- one as utterly perverts the ſence of the Aus - 
thor, who ſpeaks here of ſome who /eft, and ſome who. 
remained in the Communiox of the Church, oppoſing them 
in this reſpect to one another ; as, Aut 1vit xxor, ant re- 
ſedit maritrs, aut Parentes ſeduiti ſunt & filii fequi nolues 
runt, ant ſtetit frater migrante ſorore, &c. Thus the Fa- 
ther here ſpeaks; but, pray, what oppoſition could there - 
be between aut ivit uxor aut recedit maritus, any more . 
than there is between goizg away and departing ? Beſides, 
that all the reſt of the Verbs running in the:Preterperfect 
Tenſe, this muſt needs do-ſo too, or make a very groſs 
fault'in the Conftruttion : So: that this 15 an-Tliterate 
Perverfion of the ſence of this Father, Upon-which, as 
well as upon other occaſions, I look upon this as the on- - 
ly ſureRule of dealing with this Author's - Quotations, 
wiz... To truit them no further than one. caz fee them. in - 
their Originals. | 
In like manner, Page 178. in the place there quoted 

in the Margin out of St. Cypriaz's 55. Epiſt. (and not- 
the 52d. as this Author there miſtakes it) we meet with 
theſe words, 4 Coepiſcopornm ſuorum Corpore & ab Eccle- 
fie: Unitate [ diſciſſerit :} But the word 1n:St. Cypriaz is 
(as it ought to be): deſciſcerer, from. deſciſco: to- fall off; 
between which;and the other word 'uſed by this Author, 
there is a wide..difference, deſc:ſceret being. a moſt pro- 
Yy; per. 
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per La#ze Word, but diſciſſerit ſo far from Proper, that 
it-1s not ſo:much as Latize. EY Wks 
-And-in Page 187. Line the laſt, we find w oportic 
for i» 6xoroi, which makes the whole Period neither 
Sence nor Greek, Again, Page 188. Lize the laſt but 
one we have this Paſſage, Viaete annon dicantur martyres, 
ſed «liquid [Alium] dici mereantar ; which being there 
put for Alizd, is a downright Soleciim.- | And laſtly, in 
Page 198. in the Quotation-in the Margin, we have thoſe 


remarkable words, Simiarum more, [qui] cimm homines 


non ſint, homines tamen-imitantur ? Which is another So- 
leciſm every whit-as bad and ſcandalous as the former. 
Now all theſe words and Paſlages, I aſſure the Rea- 
der, as they ſtand in the Authors, from whence they are 
quoted, carry a very different face, from what this Wri- 
ter has given them ; which ſhews, that whenſoever the 
words of the Fathers are tranſcribed into any of his 
Books, they are quite out of their Element. For amongſt. 
them (as they ſtand here) there are ſome ſuch vile ines, 
or rather ſuch clamorous ſins in Grammar, that thould a 
-School-Boy tender an Exerciſe to his Maſter with bur 
'Two or Three ſuch in it, he would ſoon find himſelf ve- 
ry roundly and ſeverely took ap for them ; and that per- 
haps more ways than one. But Hands that can reſtore diſ- 
poſſeſſed Princes, may Write any Thing, and Authorize 
what they have Wrote, by their very Writing it. For 
otherwiſe the Truth is, the Lative, which the foreci- 
ted Paſſages are dreſſed up in, ſeems a ſort of Providen- 


tial Latine, as being aboveall Rules and Laws of Speak- 


ing and Writing whatſoever. 
As for faults about Accents,{uch as are yogepy 71 yprue 
for yo8gpy mt, &'c. Vind. P. 102, Line 3. And ouyywpe 
for ovyxwpe, :Page 113. Lixe 2. of the Quotation in the 
Margin,.and_ the like, they are too numerous for _ 
troubie 
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trouble the Reader with. But this I defire him to take 
notice of, upon the whole that has been produced by 
me, That as none of the forementioned Faults are in the 
Table of the Errata; ſo ſome of them in the firſt Edi- 
tion of his Vizd. Trip. ſtand Corre&ted in the ſecond ; as 
SeiyvFar, Page 115. Line 1.0f the Quotation in the Mar- 
gin of the firſt is Corrected into Seixyvgai in the ſecond : 
And opovoiv, Page 121. Line 21. inthe former, is chan- 
ged into ofovoror, 1N the latter. And therefore accord- 
ing to the old Maxime, That Exceptio firmat Regulam 
in non Exceptis, it 1s to me a ſufficient proof, That ſince 
this Author Corrected ſome Paſſages and not others, 
which yet need correcting as much, if not more, it 
was, becauſe His Acuteneſs did not ſee, that theſe laſt 
needed any Correction at all: And in ſuch a caſe ſome 
are of Opinion that where the Words eſcape it, the Au- 
thor himſelf ought to have it. 

But I ſhall hold my Reader no longer upon this Sub- 
jet, how diverting ſoever it may be ; this being enough 
to ſatisfre any Rational-Perſon, how unfit this Man is to 
upbraid any one with want of Greek, or Tatine : Though 
had I in my firſt peruſal of his ſeveral Pieces foreſeen 
this my Engagement with him, T might and would have 
preſented my Reader with a more complete ColleCtion 
of his Greek and Latine Elegancies. ForlT had not gone 
far in the Reading of him, but I found the Blows come 
ſo thick and faſt upon poor Priſciaz, that, to prevent 
downright Blood-ſhed, ſtill as I drew near to a Latize 
Quotation of any length, I preſently adviſed him as a 
Friend to get out of the way as faſt as he could. 

And now, if either he, or any one elſe for him, ſhall 
pretend to ſlight and deſpiſe this charge, and tell me that 
the Faults and Miſtakes here alledged by me, are ſmall 
Things ; lo, fay I, is the point of a Dagger too ; but 

Y y 2 for 


345 . 


for all that, it may ſtab a Man to the Heart; and; I 
think, it matters not how {mall the Thing is, which 
wounds a Man's Credit, if* it chance to bleed to Death 
of the Wound.. But there are ſome "Things in the 
World, the Kyowledze. of which ſeems but ſmall, but 
the Izzoravce of them is not-ſo. And-certainly of all-Men-: 
living, ſuch as will be Writers, eſpecially provoking, 
Inſulting Writers, are concerned to tread tenderly, and 
to take. every ſtep with the utmoſt Caution, where they 
do not find a Grammatical Bottom firm under them. For - 
my own part, I dare account nothing {mall, or defpica-. 
ble, which may either do a Man a great miſchief, . or is - 
neceſſary to prevent one. "The firſt ſtep in any Aſcent 
may be reckoncd but a low and a mean thing, neverthe-- 
leſs there is no getting to the top without it. As the - 
Great St. Baſil himſelf tells us, 
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That nothing is to be ſlighted, or 
deſpiſed by ſuch as are tobe inflru- 
ed and led into the knowledge of 
Things. For if a Man (ſays 
he) looks y dr rſt Elements 
as [ ſmall inconſiderable Things] 
(the word-by- which ſome are - 
pleaſed to call-the Rztes and 
Ceremonies of our Church) 


when will ſuch # One be able to attain to the Perfedtion. of 


Wiſdom and Learning ? 


And fo ſhallcloſe up the preſent Subje& with this - 
Note, 'That'St: Paul's: School is certainly an Excellent - 
School, and St. Pauls Church a moſt Noble Church... 
and therefore, I think, _ that he dire&s his Courſe. ve 
prudently, and happily too, who in his Paſſage to: ſuch - 
a Cathedral, takes ſuch a Schoot in his way... 


CHAP. XI 
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1n which is given ſome Account of this Aathor's 

i Temper and.inſolent.way of Writing," as well 

Ven tolling him = as in depreſſing | and 

** fcortring his Adverſaries; in. both which he 
has not his Parallel. 


I Houghin all Conteſts and. Controverſies, how 
"ſharp ſoever on both ſides, and juſt on one, 
there is ſtill a duty, which every Man ows both to De- 
cency and to Himlſelf,always obligeinghim toutter only 
ſuch- things, 'as may become him to ſpeak, whatſoever 
his Adverſary may deſerve to hear; yet, as to the 
Adverſary himſelf, it is, no doubt, a courſe juſtifiable: 
beyond all exception, to take ones meaſures of Treat- 
ing him, from the meaſures he has allowed himſelf of 
dealing with others. And, as I hope, for my own, 
and the Churches ſake, to acquit my ſelf as to the for> 
mer part ofthe Rule, fo let my Adverfary take his lot 
as to the other. For I doubt not but to ſatisfie the 
World, ( were it not. ſuperabundantly, from his own 
Writings , f{atisfied already ) That he is a Perſon 
of ſuch an inſufferable Inſolence both of Style and Tem- 
per, that all, that he has met with in the foregoing 
Chapters, has by no means paid off his Scores. In all his 
expreſſions concerning his Antagoniſts, he is infinitely 
T 3 ſcornful ; 
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ſcornful ; and not only ſo, but very often alſo,extreme- 


ly ſpiteful and malicious. For what bur the height of 
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{pight could make him in his Vindication of his Caſe of 


Allegiance tax his Learned Adverſary, as an Epicurean 
and an Atheiſtical Ridiculer of Providence, only for 


maintaining, that the Paſſages: and Events of Provi- 


dence are not the Rule, which God will have us govern 


our Adions by ; but the Precepts and Prohibitions of 
his Law ? And what, but the fame malice, could make 
him in{iouate that the ſame Author was inclined to Po- 


pery and an Infallible Interpreter, only for ſaying that 


Vind, Caſe P. 
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laſt lines. 
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one Text of Scripture was obſcure and much controver- 
rged? which yet St. Peter had faid of many Paſſages of St. 


Pauls Epiſtles, Pet.3.16.andyetwithour giving any wiſe 
man the leaſt occaſion from thence to think that he was 
then providing an Argument for the Infallibiliry of 
his ſuppoſed Svcceſſor. And Laſtly* what but the bir- 
tereſt Rancour could make him charge his Adverſary, 
as if he had compared the ſwearing Allegiance toK. W. 
and Q. M. for the great and notorious Impiety'of it, 
with the Villanies foretold by the Prophet of Hazel ; 
only, becauſe he had told Him, that « Hazael had 
changed his mind ; ( notwithſtanding his confident O- 
pinion of himſelf to the contrary;) ſo had this Anthor 
700? For who but one of equal Virulence and Ignorance 
would have ſtretched the compariſon, which. reſpeed 
only the changing of Minds, to a Compariſon as to the 
merits of the Cauſe, which it had no relation to at .all ? 
Indeed no more than that Reply of Hazael, Ts thy Ser- 
vant s Dog? , was deſign'd to convince the Prophet , 
That he had not four Leggs,and not rather only to clear 
himſelf from ſuch a curriſh and belluine temper of 
mind, as thoſe Actions foretold of him muſt needs 
imply? And Iſappoſe, when a certain Perſon -mage>- 
| 0 
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of the New Oath to certain Biſhop, ſaid, My Lord, 13. x. 


will be Crucified before I will take this Oath, His meaning 
was not, that he thought the - taking it more Painful 
and Tormeating than a Cywciffxion, but that he had 
a greater unwillingneſs to take the one, than to under- 
go the other. And yet this was this Author's way of 
Treating a very Worthy Man , an old Acquaintance, 
and a fair Adverſary, I am not at all concern'd to 
eſpouſe or abett the Cauſe defended by that Learned 
Perſon. But this I do and ever ſhall averr, That 
there is a Jus Bells, in theſe Controverſial,as well as in 
Military Conflicts, and conſequently an obligation to 
Truth and Juſtice and common Ingenuity even in the 
exerciſe of the greateſt Hoſtilities. But this Man's 
uſagÞof his forementioned Adverlary is not more Senſe- 
leſs and Illogical, than Diſirggenuous, Barbarous, and 
Unchriſtian. And ſo let the Reader take this as a 
Specimen of his impotent ſpleen and malice. After 
which , let us ſhew him in his next good Quali- 
ty, his I»/olence ; and firſt in that Branch of it, which 
concerns his wonderful Opinion and Applauſe of 
Himſelf. | 

As to which, we ſhall firſt of all ſee him ( as we have 
1a ſome degree ſhewn him before ) preferring himſelf 
before all the Fathers, as much happier in giving an expli- 
cation of the Trinity than they were , and this, in ſuch 
a fleering ſcoptical way, (ſcoptical I mean as to the Fa- 
theys, but highly Commenaatory of himſelf) that it 
would even turn ones ſtomach to read his fulſom ex- 
preſſions. For he tells us, ( and that with the moſt 
profound hunulity, no doubt) p. 101. /. 1. &c. If 


that explication which I have given,be very conſiſtent with, 
nay, be the true Interpretation of that account the Anti- 
ents give of a Trinity in Unity, I hope it will not be 
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thought an unpardonoble Novelty, if T have expreſſed the 
ſame thing in other Words, which give us « more. clear and 
aiſtini# apprehenſion of it, &c.' And againp. 126; L,-2, 
T hope this is no fault. neither, to. give an Intelligible ex- 
plication of that, which all the Fathers taught , but 
were mot equally happy in their explication of it» Noz 
for his comiort, no ; to excell and outdo all the Fa- 
thers (it a mancan doit) can be no fault at atll, 
But before this be allow'd him,I. do here frequirehim to 
name and produce me but one ( whoacknowledges a 
Trinity) ia the whole World, beſides his own modeſt 
ſelf, who ever preter1'd his explication of the Trinity 
for the Happineſs and Intelligibility of it, before that gi- 
ven by the Fathers. I ſay, let him produce me ſo-much 
as one affirming this, if he can. - Sothat, in ſhort, the 
Compariſon here ſtands between the Fathers; and this 
Author :.andwe ſee the Preheminence given him above 
all the Fathers by the ſole and ſingle Judgment of one 
Door, and that DoCtor is Himſelf: nay;'and ( which 
is more ) to put the matter paſt all:Compariſonbetween 
him and them forthe future, ''He'tells-us: ('as-was' al- 
ſo obſerved before in my 7th. Chapter ) That the Fa- 
thers neither knew how to ſpeak their own Thoughts of the 
Trinity, nor indeed ſo much as to conceive of it aright, 
by reaſon of the grolsneſs of their Imaginations : whereas, 
if they had '( as he.adds ) bur conceeved'of tt, andexpriſ- 
ſed themſelves about #t,45 he has done, all would have been 
plain, eaſie, and intelligible, And as for Gregory Nyſ- 
ſen, ( from whom he had Quoted more than from all the 
reſt of the Fathers together ) he gives him a caſt of his 
Temper at laſt, p. 119. /. 5. and fends him' away. with 
this rap over the Pate, Fhat he conld- not rell what to 
make of him and: his Reaſonings ; for that, in his judg- 
mentyhe deftroyed all Principles of Individuation. And 
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in this manner we have him Pluming himſelf,clapping 
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his Wings, and crowing over all the Fathers ; - for + 


which and his quarrelſome Comineering Nature toge- 
ther, moſt thiok, it is high time, that 4i' Comb 
were cut. | 
In the next place, let us ſce what Elogies he beſtows 
upon himſelf for his Atchievements in theSocinian Con- 
troverſie. Concerning which he tells the Men of 
that Perſuaſion, - That afrer his Vindication of 
the Trinity He believes they will talk more ſparingly of 
Abſurdities and Contradittions for the future. Pp. 153. But, 
why I pray ? Is it becauſe this Author has got the Mo- 
nopoly of them, and engroſſed them all to himſelf ? 
and that therefore the Laws will be very ſevere upon 
ſuch as invade his Property ? For, as for any other 
Reaſon, they have none, that I know of, to ta/k more 
ſparingly of Abſurdities and Contradiitions, than they 
uſed todo, having ſo many more, out of his Writings, 
to talk of,than ever they had before.But he proceeds,and 
cloſes his Work with this Triumph over his Antago- 
niſt(and in him,I-ſuppoſe,over all the reſt of that Tribe) 
P. 272. That he is pretty confident, that he will never be 
able to reaſon to any purpoſe in thu cauſe again. As for 
his confidence,none doubts of it; but as for his Predict- 


on, if he proves no better a Prophet in what he here: | 


foretells of his Socinian Opponent, than in what he fore- 
told of that Learned Perſon, who anſwered both his 


Caſe of Allegiance,and his Vindication of it. viz, That if ,;4 Caſe ps 


he would but well examine hi Arguments before he anſwer the laſt. 


ed them, he ſhould expet# to hear ny more from him: and 
if withall this Socinian be but able to handle him at 
ſuch aRate;as that cloſe Reafoner has done,I dare under- 
take for him, that he ſhall go our ofthe World the 
moſt baffled Perſon, that ever lived' in it. But wa 
: OT: 
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fer God's ſake muſt the Socinians Reaſoning Abi- 


See bis fwr lities ({ which his great Lord and Patron has ' gi- 
wen fo high, ſo ſignal, and fo peculiar an Encomium 
1] 2 *P of ) all of a ſuddain fail them, upon this Author's 


Publication vf his book ? what can the meaning of 
this be? Why the meaning of it is this. Fe, wir, hic 
eft, &c. according to the words by which Yzrgil point- 
ed out Auguſtus Ceſar. This, T his,ts the Man.This 1s that 
incomparable, mighty, and irrefragable Divine, who 
has wrote more convincingly and effeQtually againſt 
the Sociwiens, (if you will believe him) than all, that 
ever wrote againſt them before,put together. For not- 
withſtanding all, that has been wrote by thole great 
Men, who from! time to time have appear'd in this 
Controverſie, the? Controverſie is ſtill alive, and the - 
Socinians continue writing and reaſoning ſtill: and even 
by this Author's confeſſion ( once at leaſt ) to ſome 
[Perpoſe. For otherwiſe how could he ſay of his Soci- 
.nian Adverſary, That he would never be able to reaſon 
#0 any purpoſe in this cauſe again, if he had never reaſo- 
ned ſo at all? But ſofar are the Sociniens from being 
put out of Countenance, and much leſs out of Hears, by 
what this man has wrote againſt them, That I aſfare 
him, they look upon him as #4n Opponent according 
£0 their hearts deſire ; as having play*d a fairer. Game 
into their hands than ever was dealt into themibefore:ſo 
-that aext co their wiſhing all the World their Friends, 
they wiſh they may always have ſuch Adverſaries. And 
therefore if they ſhould reſolve to reaſon againſt him no 
more, he wil! have great cauſe to thank either their In- 
advertency for overlooking the great advantage given 
them, or their good Nature for not taking it. For the 
Book called by him: «Vindication of the Trinity, is cer- 
tataly like a kind of Pot or Veſſel] with handles _ 
roun 
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round it ; turn it which way you will, yow are' ſure 
to find ſomething to take hold of it by. © 
And the truth is, upon a ſtrict impartial comparing 
of things together, I cannot ſee any new Advantage 
that he has got over the Socinians, unleſs it be That he 
thinks his Three Gods will be too hard for their Oze. 
And perhaps it is upon Preſumption of this, That he 
diſcharges that clap of Thunder at them in his Preface, 
where he tells us; That having dipp'd his Pen in the 
Vindication of ſo glorious a Cauſe,by the grace of God he will 
aver deſert it , while he can hold Pen in hand. In 
which words, methioks I ſee him ready Armed and 
Mounted (with his face towards the Weſt) and bran- 
diſhing his Sword aloft, all wreaking with Socinian 
blood, and with the very darts of his Eyes looking his 
poor forgotten Friends through and through. For in 
good earneſt the Words ſound very terribly to theſe 
Men-; but moſt terribly of all to the Article it ſelf: 
( which is like to ſuffer moſt by his Vindication ): fos 
thus to threaten that he will never leave off vexing it 
as long as he can hold Pen in hand, ( which, I dare lay, 
will be as long as he can tell Mony withit) This, I 

ſay again, ſounds very dread(ully. 
Nevertheleſs, as fierce and formidable as theſe words 
may repreſent him, he has yet, like a merciful Enemy, 
very great reſerves of compaſſion. - For otherwiſe how 
come ſo many Socinian Pieces wrote againſt him tolye 
ſa long unanſwered? He has indeed lately wrote an Apolo» 
7 for writing againſf the Socinians;but where is the Apo- 
fas for writing in ſuch a prevaricating way againſt 
them at firſt, and for never writing againſt them fince? 
For has he loſt his giorious Polemick Pex? or has 
he loſt the uſe of his Hand? or has he run him- 
ſelf out of Breath ? If this laſt be his caſe ( as by ſome 
Asthmatick' ſymptoms one vvould think it is) he = 
| © 
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do. well tocall in his old Friend, and Defender, the 


willim- Gites Footmany to ſecond him : eſpecially ſince the contention, 
ſometimes of which now ſeems moſt likely to be, :15, who ſhall 74 


M ark-1 ane, 


welation was, ( for Faſting is a word of this 


faſteſt from the Enemy, and keep ' furtheft from 
Him: | | | 
In the mean time I wonder that inthe mannage of 


_ this diſputation, he does not take the ſame courſe thar 


other Learned Men in the like caſes uſe todo, For he 
frequently taxes his Adverſary with . Fallacies ;' telling 
him that this is a Fallacy and that 1s'a Fallacy: But why 
does he not expreſs to his Reader, what the particular 
Fallacy is ?. there being no Sophiſm or Fallacy incident 
to Speech or Argumentation, but what falls under one 
of the Thirteen reckoned up by Ariſtotle. Moreover, 
while he is Animadverting upoi. the: Hiſtory of the 
Unitarians, he will, I believe, hardly get clear of a 
ſcurvy lapſe in thar Hiſtory himſelf.. For concerning 
the expoſition given by the Socinians of that Text in 
the 3 John 13. where our Saviour tells the Jews, That 
he came down from Heaven, He writes thus: ' Did So- _ 
cinus find it fo eaſte a ihing to reconcile this Texs to his 

Darling Opinion, when he was forced to Falt and Pray for 
zt, and to pretend Revelation becauſe he wanted Reaſon 
to ſappost it ? viz. That Chriſt before he entred on his Pro- 
phetick Office, was taker into Heaven to be inflrutted in 
the Goſpel, and then came down from Heaven again 10 
publiſh it to the World. p. 143.1. 19. &c. Now, the 
Perſon there ſpoken of, and intended by this Author, 
mult needs have been Fauſtus Socinus, and I believe he 
will not pretend that he meant any other ; which: be- 
ing ſuppoſed, This Remark of his will appear. to 
have been a very great miſtake. For neither was" this 
the Text, about which this Prayi»g and Pretence of Re- 
Author's 


putting 
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ing in : ) nor was Fauſtus Socinws the . Perſon who 
did any of theſe Things upon this occaſion. Bur the 
Text was that in the $ TFohn 58, [ley ABeazu NE 
e9w cp And the Perſon of whom this was pretend- 
ed, was Lelizs Socinus the Unkle of Fanftus, who in- 
terpreted this Text to this ſence, Artequam Abra- 
mus fai#us fuerit Abrahamus ; that 1s, from the Father  _ 
of the Faithful encloſed within the Church of the ,eay confined 
Jews, ſhould become the Farther of the Faithful difftu- by 5p.Pearſon 
ſed through many Nations, Chrift was to preach his $91. //"%. 
Goſpel to the World ; and by ſo doing enlarge the creeq. p; 219, 
Church from the limits of one People, to all Nations 229. Sc. i 
throughout the World. So that to the words 75 tu 
u are am x:v; to ſupply the/words pus x20 us, 1mpor- 
ting Chriſt*s Enlightning the World by the Publication 
of his Do&rine. This was Lelinss Interpreration of 
this Text, which together with the Interpretation of 
the firſt Chapter of St. Fob» were the Two Scriptures , 
which he firft ſer up with, for the founding of his new 
Hypotheſis. Which explication of the Text Cas it 
was indeed very forced and unnatural io) Eraſmus 
FJohannis, 1n his Diſputation with Fanſtas, cryed 
ſhame of it in theſe Words, Fateor me per omnem vi- 
tam non magis contortam Scripture Interpretationem au= 
diviſſe ; ideoque eam penitus improbo. To which Fa«- 
ſftus, who had a much different Optnion of it, replies. 
Cam primum | fatendi ] wverbum in tuis Scriptis animaa- 
verti, ſperabam te potins faſſurum nullam in tui4 vita 
Scripture Interpretationem audiviſſe que hac ſit aut 
acutior aut verior, queque magis aivinum quid ſapiat , 
& 2 Deo ipſo patefattam fuiſſe pre ſe ferat. Ego quidens 
certe non leves conjeFuras habeo, illum [| viz. Lelinm ] 
qui primus etate noftra eam in lucem protulit ( hic autem 
ts fait , qui primus quoque ſententiam de Chriſti Origine, 
a a quam 
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quam ego conſtanter defendo, renovavit ) Precibus mul- 
tis ab ipſo Chriſto impetriſſe. Hoc profetto affirmare au- 
ſim, cum Deus illi viro permulta-aliis tunc temporis. in- 
cognita patefecerit, vix quicquam inter illa omnia eſſe, 
quod Interpret atione has divinjus videri queat. Socinus 
;n Refutatione Arg. 4. Eraſmi Johan.p.505 Col. 2 Eait. 
Fratrum Polonor, Tom. 2- 

But as this may fatisfie the Reader that the foremen- 
tioned place in the 8 John 58. was the Text, for which 


this Praying and Pretence of Revelation'is ſaid to have 


been, and conſequently may ſuffice co ſhew this Au- 
thor's Blunder; fo I ſhall yet further ſhew, that the 
other Text in the 3. John and the 13. Concerning 
Chriſt's coming down from Heaven was not account- 
ed by Socinus of fo difficult an Interpretation, as to 
need thoſe peculiar Methods of Prayer and Revelation 
for the Diſcovery of it, as this Author has been plea- 
ſed to affirm. And this will appear from theſe words 
of Socinus concerning it. Poſtquan ex Maria natus eſt, 
incelo, antequam moreretur , revera eſſe potuit ; nec ſ0- 
lum potuit, ſed ( ut ita dicamus) debait. Si enim homo 
tle Paulus Chriſti ſervus ed Tertium uſque Celum ante 
mortem raptus eft, nullo patto nobis veriſimile eft Chri- 
ftum ipſum ante mortem in calo non fuiſſe. And, a few 
lines after, ſpeaking of the ſame again with reference 
to St. PauPs having been taken up into the third Hea- 
ven, he thus diſcourſes. Cerre Chriftus ( in quo ſine ul- 
lia menſuri rerum omnium Divinarum cbgnitio, ut fuit, 
fic eſſe debuit, quin ibi (viz. tn celo) per _ Tem- 
pus antequam munus celeſti daottrina homines imbuenali ſibi 
a Patre mandatum publice ſuſciperet, verſatus fuerit, nul- 
lo modo dubitandum videtur. Socinus in Reſponſione 
Priore ad Parenefſim Andree Volani Tomo 240, Fratrum 
Polon. p. 380. Col. 2. By all which we ſee that Soc#- 
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was was ſo far from apprehending any difficulty in 
finding out this-expoſirion of the Text, That he af- 
firms it was allo paetFo veriſimile, There was no like- 
lyhood that it-ſhould be otherwiſe, & nullo modo dubs- 
tandum, that nodewbrt could be made, but it was and 
ought to be ſo. Which ſurely are not fornis of ex- 
preſſion, to ſhew the difficulty of conceiving, or find- 
ing out how the ſaid Thing cou/d be ſo.So that this is 
a manifeſt miſtake in this Author; and let him ſet it 
off with never ſo much brow and confidence, yet no 
doubt his Socinian Adverlaries deſpiſe him for it ſufM- 
ciently. And the Truth is, one would in all Reaſon 
imagine,that to the Anſwering the Hiſtory of theUnita- 
rians, alittle more knowledge of their Hiſtory would 
have done no hurt. 

But after the many ample and extraordinary Elo- 
gies he has paſſed upon himſelf for his Writings, me- 
thinks it is ſomething Pleaſant to fee him in hisContinu- 
ation of the Defence of Dr. Stillingfleet; p. 121. /. the 4. 
&c. ſtrutting himſelf in theſe words, I am no Arch- 
biſbop yet. Which ſhewes what his moſt early 
thoughts ran upon, and what 4s Modeſty would be at 
from the very Firſt. For otherwiſe,the purpoſe of the 
place, where this comes in, had been fully ſerved by 
laying, T1for my part am no Arch-biſhop, nor expett to be 
one. But the addition of that little word yer was very 
ſignificant, and ſhews that out of the Abundance of his 
heart his mouth ſpoke. For though indeed he preſently 
adds, And I very much ſuſpet# I ſhall never be one, yet 
thoſe words were put in only. a4 frangendam invidiam, 
and to qualifie the fulſome arrogance of the firſt ex- 
preſſion. Howbeit in that he ſpoke his mind, in this he 
fences againſt an Inconvenience ; in that we have az 
account Of his Nature, in this only 4 Copy of his Coun- 

a a2 tenance. 
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tenence. And I queſtion not, but by this time his 
pretended ſuſpicion is paſſed into a contrary expeQa- 
tion, and that the Deenry of Pas/'s begins to make him 
thiok himſelf Heir apparent to Cemterbery, And there- 
fore no wonder, if while big with ſuch Thoughts, 
ſpeaking in his Apology of Dr. Wallis, and Himſelf, 
he ſets himſelf before Him. p. 29. in theſe words. He 
( viz. The Melancholy ftander-by) concludes with an hea- 


wy charge upon my ſelf, and Dr. Wallis, By which, I 


ſuppoſe, he would have Dr. Wallis know his proper 
place. Though I muſt tell him, that not only com- 
mon Modeſty, but alſo the common Cuſtom of the 
World makes wiſe Men, whenſoever” they mention 
themſelves with others, place themſcelveslaſt. And ſo 
It might have become this Author too, eſpecially ſpea- 
king of himſclf in conjuattion with ſuch an one, as 
Dr. Wallis, who was a Perſon of Fame and eminence, 
while this Man was learning his Grammar ; if ever 
he was ſo. 

But to proceed, and paſs from his applauding himſelf 
to the other Branch of his Arrogance, in his ſcornful 
undervaluing all ſuch as write againſt him, or differ 
from him, ( though yet no more, nor in any other 
Thing, than in vvhat his Worſhip had differed from 
himſelf). Woe have himin the 4th. page of his Preface 
to his Caſe of Allegiance , calling ſuch as in their Wri- 
tingscould not fall in vvith his /af ſentiments about 
the New Oath, Little Writers, Concerning whom I 
muſt tell him, that it is often with Writers, as it is 


- with Books; Amongſt vyhich there are many Lzeele 


oves, that exceed the worth,and outlive the Reputati- 
on of much Greater. If indeed number. of Pamphlets 
makes a great writer, . this. Author is in no danger of ' 
being accounted a Lrertle One. But as there is fuch a 
Thing, as multum in parvo, 10 there is allo —_— in 

| multo ; 
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multo; and He who will digeſt the trouble of Readiog 
this Authors Writings, will need no other Argument 
to prove it fo. Bur as for thoſe excellent Perſons, 
whom he firſt ſlights, then ch/lenges, and afterwards 
fives from, by never replying upon them, I would have 
him know, that the World has already paſt it's judg- 
ment both upon them and him too:and therefore I would 
adviſe his Haeghtineſs for the future to forbear calling 
his Antagoniſts Little Writers, till by his Anſwers he 
has made them [0. 

A further diſcovery of his rude, undecent way of 
treating ſuch as he writes againſt, isthe Language he 
has beſtow'd upon a certain Writer, a Nonconformiſt 
indeed, . but yet aMan of Learning (as a much greater 
Man than this Author has found by experience) whom 
he calls a Trifling Scribler, who underſtands little more 
than Quibbles and Jeſts, Charging him withal with 
Pertneſs and Folly to complete his CharaQer. p. x5. of 
his Preface to his Defence of Dr. Sti/lingfleer. And in 
the 12.pageof the Book itſelf, and the tive firſt lines, 
He repreſents him under the name of the Inquirer, as 
one, who cannot underſtand plain and familiar [eaſe ; 20r 
carry the Connexion of three or four Sentences together. 
Very civil Language indeed, becoming a Scholar, a 
Divine, and a well-bred Man, to a Perſon who had 
not in the leaſt provok'd Him. For my own part,I have 
no knowledge of the Man, but from his Writings; 
and upon the Stock of that knowledge have often 
wondred, that one ſo able to humble this Reviler, 
would take ſuch groſs Reproaches at his hands. 

But the Truth is, when TI conſider ( a5 1 noted firſt 
in my Preface ) how patiently our whole Clergy has 
hitherto ſuffered him to call them Fools and Hereticks, 
by charging all thoſe, as ſuc, who concur not with 
- him in holding the Three Divine Perſons to be Three 
 diftinit 
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diſtintt Infinite Minds or Spirits ( which, I dare ſay, 
not one of them held at the time of his uttering this 
Lewd Reproach') Ifay, when I conſider this, I have 
cauſe ro ſurceaſe all wonder, that any Private Man 
ſhould indure this infolent Huff to inſult over him in 
ſuch a manner. Butl ſhall inſiſt no further upon this 
maſtet-piece of his ſcurrility, having in ſome meaſure 
accounted with him. for it already. Only I ſhall add 
"this, That as itis beyond example marvellous that 
any one ſingle member of a Church ſhould preſume to 
load all the reſt with ſuch a charge, ſo it is yet a great- 
er marvel that all ſhould bear it. 

It would be endleſs to ſet down all the dirty ſtuff 
that has flowed from his Bi/lingſ gate Pen. But to re- 
peatand bring together ſo much as we have taken no- 
tice of, the Reader may be pleaſed to bear away in his 
memory ſuch Expreſſions, and Appellations as thele. 
viz. Epicurean, and Ridicaler of Providence, Popiſbly 
znclined, and looking towards an Infallible Interpreter, 
Diſaffetted to, and a ſlanderer of the Government, | Little 
Writers, Fools and Hereticks, errant . Fopp , Trifling 
Scribler, ſhamefully Ignorant and Impudent , Fit to be 
ſent to School again, One that underſtands little elſe but 
Jeſts and Quibbles, One that carinot under and plain and 
familiar ſenſe, One that underſtands neither Greek zor 
 Latine, and the like. Theſe are the- choice Embelliſh- 
ments of hisStyle.But above all,that beloved word, Nox- 
ſenſe, is always ready at hand with him ; and our it 
flies at all Perſons and upon all Occaſions. And hardly 
can he write three or four Pages together, but, right 
or wrong, he throws it in his Adverſaries face. One 
would think that he was Born with the Word in his 
Mouth, and that it grew up with him from his Infan- 
cy, and that in his very Cradle he Cryed Nonſenſe, be- 


| fare he could ſpeak it. - 
But 
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But to check this ungovern'd humour of his, in thus 


uſing this word at all Adventure; Let me tell him, 
that it is both a very rude, unmannerly Word; and 
moſt commonly, as applyed by him, a very falſe 
Charge. As for the rudeneſs of it, ſince he owns Him- 
ſelf a Son of the Church of England, I think he would 
be much his own friend, if he would remember tis 
Reprimand given him by his old Acquazntance and An- 
tagoniſs Doitor Owen; who in his Vindication, &Cc. p. 
72. having , upon occaſion of ſome of his profane 
Scofts, called him Goodly Son of the Church of England! 
immediately ſubjoyns, That he intended it not as a Re- 
flexion upon the Church it ſelf, but only to remind this 
Man of his Relation to that Church. Which, (he there 
lays) ts his Knowledge, taught better Learning and better 
Manners, Ta the next place, as for the falſeneſs of the 
Charge in his uſual application of this W ord, I would 
have him know, That the Charge of Nonſenſe does 
not properly lye againſt every one who aſſerts a file 
Propoſition, or is guilty ofa miſtake. For Noz ſenſe 
is not properly oppoſed to ſtrict Truth, but ro ſuch 
plain and manifeſt Truth as is obvious to Common ſenſe. 
For Truth oftentimes Ilyes deep, and abſtruſe, and re- 
quiresa more than ordinary ſagacity to reach and fetch 
it out ; which that low Pitch of Reaſon, which we call 
Common ſenſe, cannot always do. For in diſcourſe a 
Man may be ſometimes miſtaken in laying his Foun- 
dation or Principle, and yet be very Clear and Ratio- 
nal in the Conſequences he draws from it ; and fome- 
times he may fail in drawing Conſequences from a 
True and well-laid Principle ;\ in bothwhich caſes, the 
. whole: diſcourſe! is certainly' falſe and Inconſiftent : 
Nevertheleſs ( according to the common acception of 
the Word ) this cannot be called Noxſenſe. It may 
indeed be called Error or Miſtake ; which is a _ 
ne 
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neſs cleaving too cloſe to Human Nature, for any one 
of the ſame Nature to reproach another for it. But on 
the contrary,if every Thing, that is not ſtrict Demon- 
ſtration and certain Truth, muſt paſs for Nouſenſe, I 
fear, it would overlay whole Yolumes, and not only 
prevent the 29. 3d. and 4th. Editions of many Books, 
butſhrewdly alſo endanger the Sale of the Firſt : Eſpe- 
cially if 2d. and 3d.by the unlucky eſcape of ſome ſcat- 
cering Copies, ſhould chance all co appear in the ſpace 
of Three or Four Dayes, As 1a the firſt Publication of 
a certain Book Entituled The Caſe of Atkziance, &c. it 
fell out. But great, no doubr, is the Art of Beſtowing ſe- 
veral Title-Pages, importing divers Editions, uponBooks 
of one and the ſame jmpeethhbnremd may ſerve to teach 
the World, what a fruitful Thing the Prefs is, when 
impregnated by the Prolifick Genews of fome Writers; 
and that ( whea it is for the credit of any extraordina- 
Ty Book and it's Author ) it can bring forth four, five, 
or fix Editions of it at the fame time. Which certainly 
is a moſt Ingenious Contrivance; but whether it were 
the Author's or the Bookſeller's, is a Queſtion; though, 
ſome think, it uſesto be done by a kind: of murze-Con 
ſciouſneſs between both. | 
But co return to the Point in hand. According to 
the comman uſe cf the Word Nox-ſexſe, He, who Dif: 
courſes of Things obvious to the ordinary Apprehea(t- 
ons of Men, with groſs and palpable contradiQtions of 
one thing to another, or with a plain, manifeſt Inco- 
| herence of one part of his Diſcourſe with the other, 
that Man is properly and juſtly chargeable with No#- 
ſenſe. And let thoſe ( inthe Nameof Sexſe and Res- 
ſon) take it to themſelves, who have moſt claim 
£O It. 
But becauſe the beſt way of Illuftrating _—_— 
| y 
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by example. I ſhallalfo take this courſe here. Thus 


for inſtance. For any onetoown a Thing for a great 
and ſacred Myſtery ( the very Notion and uſe of the 
word Myſtery importing ſomething Hidden end 4b/truſe) 
and at the ſame time to affirm it to be very Plain, Eafie 
and Intelligible, is Nonſenſe. To ſay, That in Men 
Kyowledge and Power are Commenſnrate ; nay That 
Knowledge is Power ; ſo that whatſoever a Man knows 
how to do, he is by vertue thereof alſo able to do zt, is 
contrary to the Common Senſe of all Mankind, and con- 
ſequently Nonſenſe. To ſay, 4 Beaſt is 4 _— ny 
yet to ſay withall, Thet 4 Perſon and an Intelligent ſub- 
ſtance are Terms reciprocal, is both —_— and Con- 
tradiftion too, witha Witneſs. To afhr 

cifical Unity can make any Thing or Perſon Numerically 
One, is Nonſenſe. Toaffirm, That there are two di- 
ftinf# Reaſons and two diſtine# Wills iz each Man, and 
thoſe as really diſtin, as if the ſame Man had Two di- 
ftint# Souls,is Nonſenſe. And to affirm, That the Body 
( which is utterly void of any IntelleQtual PowerTor 


Faculty) #s conſcious to all the Diftates and Commands of 


the Will, is groſs and inexcuſable Nonſenſe. So that 
whereas this Author (according to his mannerly way) 
charges his Adverſary with «nincelligible Nonſenſe. p. 
227.1.6.it muſt needs be granted, that he has much the 
advantage of him in this Particular ; fiace all muſt ac- 
knowledge that his own Nox ſerſe is very Intelligible. 
" And here Icould eaſily dire&t him where he may be 
ſupplyed with ſeveral more ſuch Inſtances, as thoſe 
aewly alledged ; but that I think theſe may ſuffice for 
the Purpoſe they are produced for. In the mean time I 
would adviſe him for the future to uſe this rude Word 
more ſparingly, and cautiouſly ; and to apply it only 
where the generally received way of ſpeaking applies 

it : 
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it : And now and then alſo to caſt his eye upon his own 
Writings. Theſe things,l ſay, would adviſe him to ; 
and to conſider withal, how unreaſonable and unjuſt-it 
is, for him to beſtow about the Word fo freely upon 
others, while he keeps the Thing to himſelf. 
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Containing a Brief Review, and Goncluſion 
| of the whole Work. 


AM at length come to a cloſe of that Work, which 1 
| ſhould much more pladly have been Preyented, than 
engap'd in,by being a Reader, rather than the Author of 
a Reply to this Man's ftrange, unjuſtifiable Innovations 
upon this great Article of our Religion. But it is now 
a confiderable Time that the Book, here Animadverted 
upon, has-walked about the World, without any Pub- 
lick Controll; And though in private Diſcourſe general- 
ly cenſur'd by all, yet, ( as to the Point undertook by 
me) hitherto Anſwered by none ; which may well 
be Matter of Melancholy Confideration to all Hearty 
Lovers of our Church,and Ancient Chriſtianity. W here- 
as, Idare fay , had this Heterodox Piece been wrote 
and publiſhed in a Language underſtood by Foreigners, 
we {hould long ſince have had ſeveral Confutations of it 
{ent us from abroad; and probably not without ſome ſe- 
vere Reflexions upon the Exgli/ſþChurch,and Clergy,for 
their ſilence ina Cauſe, which fo loudly called for their 
Defence. To take off therefore this Reproach from 
our Church (in- ſome degree at leaſt ) I have ( while 
| Bbb 2 | Others, 
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others, far more able to Defend it, chuſe rather to fit 
ſtill and exjoy it ) ventur'd to ſet my weak Hand to the 
Vindication of a Principal Article of her Faith, againſt 
the rude Attacks of this bold Undertaker. In which, 
though I freely own, that all,. that has been done by 
m2 init, 1s extremly below the Dignity of the SubjeCt, 
which I have employed my ſelf in, yet I am well aflu- 
red that I have fully and effeQually anſwered this 
Man ; and it it ſhould prove otherwiſe, I muſt aſcribe 
it to a peculiar Misfortune attending me; ſince none 
beſides, has hitherto wrote agaialt /him, but has con- 
futed him. Inthe Work I have here preſented the 
Reader with, I have examined and gone over all that, 
I conceive, requires either Anſwer. or Remark; ant 
that. according to. the following Method and' Order, 
which I ſhall here briefly ſet down. | Dger 


of 


I have, in the farſt place, laid'my Foundation in the 
Explication and State of the Senſe of the Word Myſtery; 
which I ſhew, in General, ſignifies ſomething | Concea: _ 
led, Hidden, or Abſtruſe in Religious Matters; and a- 
mongft Chriſtian Writers got only that, but ſomething 
alſo neither Diſcoverable nor Comprehenſible by bare Rea- 
ſoa : According to which, I ſhew, that this Author's 
frequent affirming , that his Hypotheſis and Explication 
of the Trinity rendred the Notion thereof very Plain, 
Eafie, and Intelligible, was utterly incompatible with 
the M Rerioufoel; ofthe ſame. I ſhew alſo upon what 

abſurd Grounds he ſtated the Nature of a ContradideFion; 
according to which, joyned with another of his Afﬀer- 
tions, I ſhew, That no Man could be juſtly charged 
with Contradiition, though he diſcourſed, never ſo 
iacoherently and falſely upon any Subje& whatſoever. 
From hence I proceded to conſider the: Ancient Terms 
conſtantly received and uſed by Conncils, Fathers and 

| Schoolmen, 


CHAPTER XIl. 
Schoolmen , in ſpeaking of the God-head and Trinity, 
which this Author in his Book had confidently and a+ 
vowedly condemned, as obſcuring and confounding 
Men's Notioas about theſe great Matters; and upon a 
diſtin& Explication of each of them, I ſhew the Pro- 
Priety and ſingular uſefulneſs of them, both againſt all 
his exceptions, and above thoſe other Terms, which 
he would needs ſubſtitute in their Room: and nader 
the ſame Head, I laid open the Contradiction of his 
Vindication and his late Apology to one another, as I had 
done before in my Diſcourſe about the. Nature of a My- 
ery, From hence I paſſed to his New Notions of 
Self-Conſcionſneſsand Mutual Conſcionſneſs;in the ſtrength 
of which two Terms he-pretended to make a Trinity in 
Unity a plain, eaſie, and intelligible Notion ; nay fo very 
plain, as to ſolve all Difficulties about it ;, theſe being his 
very words. And as he pretended Self Conſciouſneſs 
to be the formal conſtituent Reaſon of Perſonality Unt- 
verſally, both in Beings Create and Uncreate. I firſt 
Demonſtrated the contrary in Created Beings ; and that 
both from the general Reaſon of Things, and from Two 
manifeſt Inſtances; and withal examined and confured 
ſeveral extremely abſurd Propoſitions, and Aſſertions 
advanced by him concerning Perſonality, From this I 
palled on, and proved that neither could this Se/f-Con- 
fſctonſneſs be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality in the 
Divine Perſons, ſhewing the impoſſibility thereof by 
ſeveral clear and unqueſtionable Arguments. . And in 
the next place, with the ſame Evidence of Reaſon I pro- 
ved, That mutnal Conſciouſneſs could not be the ground 
or Reaſon of the Unity or Coaleſcence of the Three 
Divine Perſons in one and the ſame Divine Nature; and 
all this upon known, allowed Principles of Philoſo- 


phy, 
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the examioation of that monſtrous Aſlertion-of his,by 
which he holds and affirms the Three Divine Perſons 
to be Three diſtit Infinite Minds or Spirits ; which I 


ſhew unavoidably and ——_— inferr'd them tobe, 


Three Gods ; It being impoſſible for the God: head, 
which is eſſentially Oze ſingle infinite Mind or Spirit , 
to be multiplyed into three diftin& Infinite Menas or 
Spirits, without being multiplyed into as many Goas. 
This Opinion of his, I ſhew, was eafie enough to be 
confuted; But for all that, I muſt here add further, 
'that for the inſuferable Scandal of it, -it 1s much fitter 
to be cenſured by a Convocation, though even he him- 


{elf ſhould be Prolocutor of it. -Afﬀter this, ſince he had 


the Confidence to vouch his Hypotheſis-for the conſtant 
Dodrine of the Fathers and the Schools, .I firſt proved 
ir quite otherwiſe in the Point of Se/f Conſciouſnefſs,and 
in his Aſſertion of Three diſtin infinite Minds ; For 


. -the latter of which he quored Three or Four Fathers, 


and Oze Sentence out ot one Schoolman, viz. P. Lom- 


bard ( which, one would think, was far from prove- 
ing it the conſtavt Dofrine either of the Fathers,-or, the - 
Schools) and yet even theſe very Quotations, I ſhew 


were no more to his Purpoſe, than.it he had alledged 
them to prove that Twice Three makes Tweaty. And 
as for Se!f-Conſciouſneſs, which is one of the Two main 


Branches, er members of his Hypotheſis, 'he does not 
produce, nor ſo much as mention one Father or Schoot- 


2147 in the behalf of it; ſo exa& is he in proving his 
Dotrinethe very ſame with Theirs. And-then, 10 the 


next place, for gthe' proof. of his -uteal-Conſciouſneſs 
from the Fathers and Schooimen, I have diſtinftly 
.conſicered his allegations tor ir, aad forming them into 


Argu- 
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. them the ſaddeſt wofulleſt chings to. be called by that 
Nameghat perhaps ever appeared in the World, ſince 
gia: ia uſe, And to complete his excel- 
IF and ;PEFUge way of Arguing fromthe Fathers 
F" for not ſo much as one Schoolman is cited in favour 

of mutual Conſciouſneſs) His whole buſineſs, I ſhew, was 

to reproach the Fathers as neither able to concerve 

I  Trightlyof the Trinity, nor yet expreſs themſelves Pro- 

l perly and Intelligibly about rhe ſame ; and all this, be- 

| cauſe they neither conceived of it, nor expreſled it, ac- 
| cording to his Terms and Hypotheſi-, which yer he 

4 affirmed to be the Canf#ang Avowed Sentiments of thoſe 
| very Fathers, though ( God help them, poor Men ) 

they were not ſo happy, as to know ig. .. And this, I 

hop? all the World will acknowledge; to be a molt ex- 

traordinary way of proving a Thing from the Autho- 
rity of the Fathers, by thus repreſenting them as a Com- 
pany of Dolts, who neither knew how zo thinkor ſpeak, 
ny ſhould, upon the ſubje&t which they were pro- 
feſledly treating of. Upon which Head having finiſhed 

my Anſwer as to the main Point I firſt engaged in, I 
proceeded to mark out, and Animadvert upoa ſeveral 

of his Paradoxical Abſurd Aflertions, both in Divinity 
and Philoſophy. And I did not only allege them for 

{uch, but alſo by the moſt commonly received and cur- 
rent Principles of both, effeQually proved them ſuch; 
and I referr it to any Man of clear and impartial Senſe, 

upon a ſurvey of the Particulars there diftin&tly exa- 
mined and remarked upon, to. paſs as Judge berween 
this Author and my lf, whether: the Proof falls at all 
ſhort of the Charge. Next to which, becauſe of his 

Infolent . Reflexions upon ſome Learned Men, I took 
into conſideration alſo his vocebular Sins, and manifold 
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Arguments ( ſuch as the matter would afford ) found. ==. 


.of the Laws of Grammar- and Philology: 
fas. he had vilified his Adverſary as having 
tek nae-L atine, 1 ſhew, that albeit the Charge 
"never fo true, yet that he was one of the-un- 
ivingto make it, for ſome certain Rea- 
ſons fairly prefeated to human that Chapter, And laft- 
ly ro bring up the Rear of-/all, I thought it expedient 
ta lay open the Temper of the Man, and his way of 
Writing ; His Immederate applauſes of himſelf above 
all before him, or «bout him, together with his diſdain- 
ful Treitmeat of. all that come 1n his way, as if they 
were_not worthy to carry his Books after | him. Though 
( by what ſome of them have Wrote againſt him ) it 
appears,that they have made too good uſe of their owz 
Books, to be fit to carry bis. In fine I have, in my 
" Peruſal of this Man's Writings, with the urmoſt ex- 
aCtaeſs I was able, obſerved his way of ſpeaking both 
.of himſelf, and others; and upon the reſult of all do 
moſt (criouſly and ſincerely affirm, That never did I 
(nor perhaps any.one elſe.) meet with fo much con- 
fidence with ſo thi a Bottom to ſupport it ; and yet 
ſurely that Man ought to ſtand upon a very broad 
and 4 Bottom indeed , who ventures . to defie all 
the VWarld. 6 
| hus,to relieve the Readers memory, I have gi- 
ven him this brief draught or- Scheme of the whole 
Work. In which, as it is this Author alone, whom I 
have undertook, ſo I think fit to declare, that if an 
one beſides him, ſhall attempt an anſwer to this Dit- 
courſe, I ſhall not in the leaft trouble or concera my 
ſelf about him, whoſoever he be; but if this Author 
himſelf ſhall be diſpoſed to defend his New Notiens 
and Hypotheſis by a. juſt and Scholaſtick. Reply to 
what Thave here offered againſt them, TI will not _ 
ÞY ( 
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a, this! Aemobition watt) him, That I neither can, 
nor ſhs}} account fuch' a'Pamphilet, as his late Apology, 


a juſi avd ſufficient \Aoſwer' to theſe J{nimadver- 


OPS = I, £1 : E : TH 
| j In: the ;niean.cime, . fince the Reverend ' Dr. FW. 
( ſpoken: of inthe” precedeing Chapter) in his Letters 


about "the Trinity, and''W.,-T. anorher very Learned 
Perſon, in his 24; Leger to the {aid DoQtor, upon the 
ſame ſubje@,; have both. of ther been pleaſed to com- 
mend this: Author! for ſeveral excellent Things in this 
Book; Ido: wirtt tlie greateſt  earneſtneſs of Entreaty, rom 
as well as with'the-profoundeſt deferenceof ReſpeC& to reared Dv- 
their great Judgments beg of them, that they would Gs]. W 
by a: kind of charitable BenefaQtion to fuch low, and'**V:* 
mean Underſtandingsas mine, youchſafe to point out 
in Particular,” \what#/e excellent F-bings are, and in 
what Parr of his Book they: maySE-fouhd ; and whe- 
ther I'have hit upon'any'of them in my Three immedi- 
ately foregoing Chapters. For IT have read the Book- 
over and over; as (after I tad took up Thoughts of An- 
ſwering it/) ir conce? Md mie, "in all Reaſon, to do. 
And'Edo thereupon ſolemnly protefs, that, according 
to the''heft! of '"my poor Judgment, and that ordinary 
Meaſureof Learning which God: has vouchſafed me, 1 
can hardly find throughout the whole Work ( unleſs 
perhaps,” here ard there'a Paffage or two againſt the 
Socewians)''{ much agone True, Through ſtroke either 
in Divinzy, or Philoſophy, or Logick,- or even in Grams 
mer"; and1 confidently appeal ro the' rmgenuous, att” 
| Ccc unbyaſs*'d 
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unbyaſs'd Reader, whether I have notia the foregoing 
Animadverſions given very . pregnant and particular 
Jaitances.cf this Author's Froſs Defe&s in every one 
of theſe. | And therefore my: poor Opinion and Ad- 
vice.1s, That it theſe two Learned Men are reſolved to 
perſiſt io their Commendations of this Author ( as 
there is nothing by which they can oblige him more ) 
and withal to commend him upon ſure, undenyable 
Grounds, they would hereafter wave all the fore- 
. mentioned Topicks of Commendation, and pirch up- 
on his true excellency by commending him for. his 
 * "6s tor that certainly is very commen- 
able. $77 
And now, that I am taking my Leave of my Rea- 
der, ( for this time at leaſt) that TI may not leave him 
with any juſt Diſtaſt or Grudg:in his:Mind againſt me, 
as if I had treated this Man too. ſeverely; I do (aſſure. 
him, that nothing has been here utter'd by Chance," 
:OT in the heat of any preſent Paſſion, but upon a due, 
calm, and ſedate Conſideration of what he had ſaid 
falſty of others, as a Warrant for what was to be #ruly: 
{aid of him. And 1do further aſſure the Reader, that 
I would by no means have treated a Candid, Civil and 
well-bred Adverſary, at the Rate, 1have treated him, 
who has ſhewa no ſign of any one of theſe Qualificati- 
ons, either in his Writings or Behaviour. And there- 
fore though to accepe Perſons be fa Fault in the Sight of 
God and Man, yet certainly to difingaiſh them is 
none. I have uſed him, asI found him; andor. what 
T found him, he may thank himſelf. 

The Truth is, he hzs carryed on an offenſive War. 
with-moſt that have Wrote ; andthere are: very: few, 
whom he has not, .one way or 'other, ſtruck at and 
Defied. Sothat the Matter being in efieQt brought om 
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this Point, whether He ſhall be too hard for the World, 
or the World for Him, I hope it will not be long de- 
ciding. He has for a great while, and in a very auda- 
cious manner been Preying, and Privateering upon 
many a Worthy and good Name, and as far as he was 
able made prize of-the Reputation of Men better 
than Himſelf : And therefore it is now high 
time for ſuch to think of repaying the good 
Turns done them, and for the injured World to re- 
raliate upon the lawleſs Aggreſſor. For this is, and 
| has been the Cuſtom of Nations ; and all muſt grant it 
\ tobe a moſt juſt, equal, and allowed courſe ; and ſince 
it is ſo, *tis to be hop'd, that this is not the laſt Reprs- 
ſal that will be made upon him. 


% 


To the moſt Holy and Bleſſed Trinity, Three Glorious 
Perſons in one and the ſame Undivided God-head, 
be rendred and aſcribed all Honour and Praiſe , 

Thankſgiving and Adoration, now and for ever- 

more. Amen. 
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